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[Rollcall Vote No. 44 Leg.]

YEAS—60
Alexander Dole Murkowski
Allard Domenici Nelson (FL)
Allen Enzi Nelson (NE)
Bennett Frist Pryor
Bond Graham Roberts
Brownback Grassley Rockefeller
Bunning Gregg Santorum
Burns Hagel Sessions
Burr Hatch Shelby
Byrd Hutchison Smith
Chafee Isakson Snowe
Chambliss Johnson Specter
Clinton Kyl Stevens
Cochran Landrieu Sununu
Collins Lieberman Talent
Cornyn Lincoln Thomas
Craig Lugar Thune
Crapo Martinez Vitter
DeMint McCain Voinovich
DeWine McConnell Warner

NAYS—38
Akaka Ensign Lott
Baucus Feingold Menendez
Bayh Feinstein Mikulski
Biden Harkin Murray
Bingaman Inhofe Obama
Boxer Inouye Reed
Cantwell Jeffords Reid
Carper Kennedy Salazar
Coburn Kerry Sarbanes
Conrad Kohl Schumer
Dodd Lautenberg
Dorgan Leahy Stabenow
Durbin Levin Wyden

NOT VOTING—2

Coleman Dayton

The amendment (No. 3050) was agreed
to.

———

JOINT MEETING OF THE TWO
HOUSES—ADDRESS BY THE
PRESIDENT OF LIBERIA

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, in accordance with the pre-
vious order, the Senate will now stand
in recess for the purpose of attending a
joint meeting with the House of Rep-
resentatives to hear the very distin-
guished President of Liberia, Ellen
Johnson-Sirleaf.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 1:50 p.m.,
took a recess, and the Senate, preceded
by its Secretary, Emily J. Reynolds,
and its Assistant Sergeant at Arms,
Lynne Halbrooks, proceeded to the
Hall of the House of Representatives to
hear an address delivered by Her Excel-
lency, Ellen Johnson-Sirleaf, President
of Liberia.

(For the address delivered by the
President of Liberia, see today’s pro-
ceedings in the House of Representa-
tives.)

At 2:59 p.m., the Senate, reassembled
and was called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. MARTINEZ).

————

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2007—
Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 3056

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next
amendment is the Stabenow amend-
ment No. 3056. There is 2 minutes of de-
bate equally divided on the amend-
ment.

The Senator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
hope my colleagues will join me in be-
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ginning to fix the issue of connecting
our radios, radio interoperability. Last
December, the 9/11 Commission gave us
failing grades in this area, as well as
other areas. Back in November of 2003,
the White House Office of Management
and Budget said there were insufficient
funds to do what needs to be done in
terms of communications interoper-
ability. They said it would take at
least $16 billion to do this right.

My amendment would provide $56 bil-
lion to jump-start what is happening
now. Our esteemed chairman of the
Budget Committee has spoken about
the fact that there is $1 billion or $2
billion available now, but that simply
is not enough. That is not enough to do
it as quickly as we need to do this.

Right now, homeland security grants
also in this budget are being cut. We
are seeing fewer police officers on the
streets. We have not done what we need
to do regarding radios and communica-
tions, and this simply is not good
enough.

My amendment says we can do bet-
ter, and it will provide a jump-start to
do so.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise to
express my appreciation to the Senate
for accepting the Kohl-Snowe-
Stabenow-DeWine-Lieberman amend-
ment fully funding the Manufacturing
Extension Partnership, MEP, for fiscal
yvear 2007 at $106 million. I am a long-
time supporter of the MEP program
and believe manufacturing is crucial to
the U.S. economy. American manufac-
turers are a cornerstone of the Amer-
ican economy and embody the best in
American values. A healthy manufac-
turing sector is key to better jobs, ris-
ing productivity, and higher standards
of living in the United States.

Small and medium-sized manufactur-
ers face unprecedented challenges in
today’s global economy. If it isn’t
China pirating our technologies and
promising a low-wage workforce, it is
soaring heath care and energy costs
that cut into profits. Manufacturers
today are seeking ways to level the
playing field.

One way to do that is through the
MEP program. MEP offers resources
such as organized workshops and con-
sulting projects to manufacturers;
these allow the manufacturers to
streamline operations, integrate new
technologies, shorten production times
and lower costs. In Wisconsin, three of
our largest corporations—John Deere,
Harley-Davidson, and Oshkosh Truck—
are working with Wisconsin MEP cen-
ters to develop domestic supply chains.
I am proud to say that, thanks to MEP,
these companies found it more profit-
able to work with small and medium
sized Wisconsin firms than to look
overseas for cheap labor.

You would be hard pressed to find an-
other program that has produced the
results that MEP has. In fiscal year
2004, MEP clients reported 43,624 new or
retained workers, sales of $4.532 billion,
cost savings of $721 million, and plant
and equipment investments of $941 mil-
lion.
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The Senate, in accepting this amend-
ment, clearly recognizes the impor-
tance of manufacturing and the role it
plays in our everyday lives. Unfortu-
nately, the same can not be said for the
current administration. The Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2007 budget request
for MEP was $46.3 million, a 56 percent
decrease from the $106 million appro-
priated for fiscal year 2006. Once again,
it will be up to my colleagues and I in
Congress to see to it that MEP is fully
funded for fiscal year 2007. In an effort
to invest in the future of manufac-
turing, I worked with Senator SMITH
and Senator DEWINE to introduce the
Manufacturing Technology Competi-
tiveness Act of 2005 which would fund
manufacturing related programs in-
cluding MEP and the Advanced Tech-
nology Program—for 3 years.

Manufacturing is an integral part of
a web of inter-industry relationships
that create a stronger economy. Manu-
facturing sells goods to other sectors in
the economy and, in turn, buys prod-
ucts and services from them. Manufac-
turing spurs demand for everything
from raw materials to intermediate
components to software to financial,
legal, health, accounting, transpor-
tation, and other services in the course
of doing business.

The future of manufacturing in the
United States will be largely deter-
mined by how well small and medium-
sized manufacturers cope with the
changes in today’s global economy. To
be successful, manufacturers need
state-of-the- art technologies to craft
products more efficiently, a skilled
workforce to operate those tech-
nologies, and a commitment from the
government to provide the resources to
allow manufacturers to remain com-
petitive.

At a time when economic recovery,
supply chain reliability for consumer
and defense goods, and global competi-
tiveness are national priorities, I be-
lieve MEP continues to be a wise in-
vestment. I want to thank the chair-
man and ranking member of the Budg-
et Committee for accepting this
amendment and recognizing the impor-
tance of the MEP program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The Senator
from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the
Stabenow amendment would pencil in
$56 billion for interoperable radio equip-
ment into the budget resolution but
provides no money for the first re-
sponders. But when the junior Senator
from Michigan has been given oppor-
tunity to vote for real money for police
and firefighters, she has repeatedly
voted no. Not only has she voted no,
she actively worked to kill funding for
the first responders.

The Senate budget reconciliation bill
last year included $1 billion in hard
dollars for grants to States and local
governments for new interoperable
radio equipment. Michigan would have
received a portion of that money for its
police and firefighters, but the Senator
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from Michigan voted no. The con-
ference report on the budget reconcili-
ation measure dedicated $1 billion for
spectrum auction proceeds for inter-
operable equipment for first respond-
ers. Again, the Senator from Michigan
voted no.

Fortunately, she lost that vote. The
bill with $1 billion was signed into law,
and money is now being made available
for important grants.

When the Defense appropriations
conference report was considered last
December, I added another $1 billion
for interoperable communications
equipment. That was long after Hurri-
cane Katrina had revealed to all of us
the importance of communications
equipment in a disaster. The measure
included another $1 billion for grants
to high-risk cities, such as Detroit. The
Senator from Michigan helped fili-
buster that bill, and then she supported
efforts to strip money out of the meas-
ure and led the charge against those
funds and was successful in deleting
the money. You can’t have it both
ways. I oppose the Stabenow amend-
ment.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays and also simply
indicate it is unfortunate to hear that
kind of personal inaccurate attack.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 3056. The clerk will
call the roll.

Mr. McCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN)
would have voted ‘‘nay.”

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. DAYTON)
is necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. DAYTON) would vote ‘‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 43,
nays 55, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 45 Leg.]

YEAS—43
Akaka Harkin Murray
Baucus Inouye Nelson (FL)
Bayh Jeffords Nelson (NE)
Biden Johnson Obama
Bingaman Kennedy Pryor
Boxer Kerry Reed
Byrd Kohl Reid
Cantwell Landrieu
Clinton Lautenberg IS{;C akzzf:ller
Conrad Leahy

N Sarbanes

Dodd Levin
Dorgan Lieberman Schumer
Durbin Lincoln Stabenow
Feingold Menendez Wyden
Feinstein Mikulski

NAYS—55
Alexander Bunning Coburn
Allard Burns Cochran
Allen Burr Collins
Bennett Carper Cornyn
Bond Chafee Craig
Brownback Chambliss Crapo
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DeMint Inhofe Smith
DeWine Isakson Snowe
Dole Kyl Specter
Domenici Lott Stevens
Ensign Lugar Sununu
Enzi Martinez Talent
Frist McCain Thomas
Graham McConnell
Thi
Grassley Murkowski Vitlltgxe"
Gregg Roberts Voinovich
Hagel Santorum W )
Hatch Sessions arner
Hutchison Shelby
NOT VOTING—2
Coleman Dayton
The amendment (No. 3056) was re-
jected.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, at this
point I ask unanimous consent that
after we have completed the final vote
in this group, which has been ordered,
which is the Santorum vote, we will
then turn to an amendment by Senator
CONRAD about avian flu and an amend-
ment by Senator BURR on avian flu.
Prior to those two amendments, there
will be 5 minutes for Senator CONRAD
and 5 minutes for Senator BURR to
speak before we go to those votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask, as
we proceed forward, that we deem the
yeas and nays to have been ordered on
all the amendments that have been
pending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GREGG. And all votes be 10 min-
utes in length.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, might I
urge our colleagues to try to help us
move through this. If we don’t get co-
operation, we are going to be here until
Saturday morning. If you lay out the
number of amendments that are pend-
ing here, we are going to be here until
Saturday morning. We urge colleagues,
let’s get these amendments done in 10
minutes. Please, colleagues who have
amendments that don’t have to be of-
fered here, please withhold; otherwise,
literally we are here until Saturday
morning.

AMENDMENT NO. 3061

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We have
2 minutes evenly divided prior to the
vote on the McConnell amendment.

The Senator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask you notify me at 30 seconds, so I
can turn the microphone over to Sen-
ator MCCONNELL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
since 9/11, Congress and the administra-
tion have done so much to secure our
homeland, but the area that we still
must work on is port security. We have
vulnerabilities because we don’t have
enough coverage overseas with customs
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and border agents. They need to be able
to inspect the containers that will
come to America. Our officers working
with the host governments need to cer-
tify the contents of these containers at
the point of origin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty
seconds.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. This will reduce
our reliance on the foreign govern-
ments’ information that we may or
may not be able to verify.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, we
have had a lot of talk about the secu-
rity of our ports over the last few
weeks, a lot of talk about where the
containers originate, what boats are to
get here, and who manages the ports
but very little talk about who unloads
the cargo. What this amendment would
also do is provide for background
checks on people working in our ports
who are unloading the cargo. It makes
no sense to ignore the personnel and
the quality of personnel in our ports in
the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. Who yields
time? The Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
would like to speak for a minute in op-
position.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. MENENDEZ. I am pleased my
Republican colleagues have joined my
call to strengthen security at our ports
by offering this amendment to increase
port security funding by $978 million.
Last week our colleagues voted down
in the Budget Committee, on party
lines, my amendment to increase port
security funding by $965 million. So I
am glad our colleagues are about to
vote for port security funding right
after they voted against it last week.

We know our ports are one of the
weakest links in our Nation’s home-
land security system, and it is crucial
that this Nation act to make them
more secure before a terrorist attack,
not after.

I applaud the increased funding for
the Coast Guard in this amendment. I
would like this body to continue to
work on how we allocate the money
this amendment provides, so we can in-
crease the number of containers that
are actually scanned or inspected be-
fore they enter the country. I hope we
will have the opportunity to do so in
conference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment. The yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN)
would have voted ‘‘yea.”

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. DAYTON)
is necessarily absent.
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I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. DAYTON) would vote ‘‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 90,
nays 8, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 46 Leg.]

YEAS—90
Alexander Durbin McConnell
Allard Ensign Menendez
Allen Enzi Mikulski
Bayh Feingold Murkowski
Bennett Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Biden Frist Nelson (NE)
Bingaman Graham Obama
Bond Grassley Pryor
Boxer Gregg Reed
Brownback Hagel Roberts
Bunning Harkin Rockefeller
Burns Hatch Salazar
Burr Hutchison Santorum
Byrd Inhofe Sarbanes
Cantwell Inouye Schumer
Carper Isakson Sessions
Chafee Jeffords Shelby
Chambliss Kennedy Smith
Clinton Kerry Snowe
Coburn Kohl Specter
Cochran Kyl Stabenow
Collins Landrieu Stevens
Cornyn Lautenberg Sununu
Craig Levin Talent
Crapo Lieberman Thomas
DeMint Lincoln Thune
DeWine Lott Vitter
Dole Lugar Voinovich
Domenici Martinez Warner
Dorgan McCain Wyden

NAYS—8
Akaka Dodd Murray
Baucus Johnson Reid
Conrad Leahy

NOT VOTING—2

Coleman Dayton

The amendment (No. 3061) was agreed
to.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote, and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, will the
Chair advise us as to how much time
that vote took?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixteen
minutes.

Mr. GREGG. We are going to be here
a long time if we keep doing 10-minute
votes for 16 minutes. I have spoken
with Senator CONRAD. It is my sense
that we should start cutting these
votes off. We have a whole series of
votes. The next one will take 10 min-
utes. We are going to start to enforce
that timeframe.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, perhaps
I can help put this in perspective. We
have 110 amendments pending, with
more amendments coming in every
hour. We have just been called and
asked to draft six more amendments in
the last hour.

I hope people understand where this
is headed. If we are going to have 16-
minute votes and we are going to vote
on another 110 amendments, we are
going to be here until noon on Satur-
day. That is where this is all headed.

If we don’t start getting cooperation
from Members here to not offer amend-
ments which they could offer some-
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where else, and if we don’t get some co-
operation from Members on having
votes that really last 10 minutes, I as-
sure you we are going to be here all
day Friday—first of all, late tomorrow
night, we are going to be here all day
Friday, we are going to be here late
Friday night, and we are going to be
here at noon on Saturday. Colleagues
can choose. It is out of our control. We
don’t control this. Colleagues can de-
cide whether we are going to have some
reasonable outcome here or whether we
will be here until Saturday noon.
AMENDMENT NO. 3054

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
2 minutes equally divided prior to the
vote on the Menendez amendment.

The Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to add Senators
KOHL, BIDEN, SARBANES, and MIKULSKI
as CcosSponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I am
pleased that the Senate just voted to
concur with me that we need to spend
about $1 billion on port security. The
difference between this amendment
which we just passed and the amend-
ment we are about to vote on is that
this is real money that we paid for, and
we direct the money in a more com-
prehensive way to fund security oper-
ations at our ports.

This amendment puts us on the road
to 100 percent scanning of containers
entering into this country by increas-
ing the number of inspectors abroad
and funding the latest technology in
our own ports.

I strongly believe we need to
strengthen security. This will put us on
the road to increasing scanning, in-
spections, funding for port security
grants, and creating real security here
at home.

I urge adoption of the amendment.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the Menendez amendment
that increases funding for port security
by $965 million. The amendment is
fully offset by closing $965 million in
corporate tax loopholes and would re-
duce the debt by an additional $965 mil-
lion.

What the recent Dubai Ports World
deal certainly has revealed is the im-
portance of port security and our ap-
parent vulnerability. Each year, 10 mil-
lion cargo containers enter our ports,
and we inspect roughly 6 percent of
them. That means only about 600,000
are seen by our security officials, while
the other 9.4 million are being handled
exclusively by the shippers, port opera-
tors, and others. When we consider the
fact that just one of the six ports
whose operations would have taken
over by DP World is equipped with a
working radiation-detection system,
we can begin to appreciate how crucial
it is to address this issue.

In 2003, Admiral Collins of the U.S.
Coast Guard testified that it will cost
$7 billion over the next 10 years to fully
secure our ports. We have not even

March 15, 2006

come close to funding port security at
that pace. Though $7 billion may seem
a daunting figure, suffering a cata-
strophic terrorist attack at one of our
major ports would cost exponentially
more. A recent war game conducted by
Federal security agencies imagined all
360 major ports shut down for 9 days—
which would not be an inconceivable
step to take following a major terrorist
attack upon a U.S. port. Such a shut-
down would cost our country $568 billion
and that doesn’t even consider the di-
rect physical costs of the attack itself.
Compared to this grim scenario, invest-
ing $7 billion now to secure our ports is
wise.

The Menendez amendment moves us
closer towards achieving the goal of
100-percent scanning of all cargo con-
tainers which pass through our ports.
With $600 million dedicated to the port
security grant program administered
by the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, $100 million for new inspectors
and security personnel, $100 million for
research and development to create
better scanning technology, $105 mil-
lion for better radiation detection
equipment, $10 million for deploying
better scanning technology abroad, and
$60 million to assist developing coun-
tries with cargo scanning, we will sig-
nificantly improve port security.

We can prevent a terrorist attack on
our ports, but it will take Federal re-
sources and determination to do so. We
all hope we are not left in the wake of
a terrorist attack that could have been
prevented had we only made the nec-
essary investments to better fund port
security. Therefore, I urge my col-
leagues to support the Menendez
amendment which will reinvigorate
and finance our commitment to secure
our ports.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of Senators MENENDEZ
and LAUTENBERG’s amendment to in-
crease funding for port security. As the
cochairman of the Commerce Com-
mittee and a Senator representing an
island State, I place a particularly high
priority on port security, and I know
first hand that it is not receiving the
resources that are necessary. Budgets
are a reflection of priorities, and our
budget must place far greater emphasis
on this critical component of our na-
tional and economic security.

I feel compelled to remind this body
that, since 2002, it has been given a lit-
any of opportunities to bolster port se-
curity resources, and it has routinely
rejected them.

As we consider this year’s budget, I
would like to recall the discussion we
had around this time in 2003. During
the budget debate, this body unani-
mously supported an amendment to
provide $2 billion to port security. Yet
3 weeks later, when the Senate consid-
ered the supplemental appropriations
legislation to address funding for the
war in Iraq and homeland security, the
Senate rejected the amendment that
would have provided immediately the
actual money for port security funding.
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It was a lesson in cynicism that I have
not forgotten.

Given the recent attention to the Na-
tion’s lingering, significant port secu-
rity inadequacies, it is my hope that
the Senate will have the wisdom to
choose a different course this time
around.

If there is one silver lining to the
Dubai Ports World debacle, it is that
the country is now paying close atten-
tion to port and cargo security. The
heartland is learning what the coasts
have known for many years: our na-
tional economy and physical security
depend on strong port security. They
are now familiar with the statistic that
95 percent of the Nation’s cargo comes
through the ports, and that very little
of that cargo is inspected. The Amer-
ican public now knows that more needs
to be done.

Maritime commerce is essential to
the American economy. Many of our
Nation’s manufacturers and retailers
depend on on-time delivery, and any
disruption to the flow of commerce
could have disastrous consequences for
American businesses and the economy
as a whole.

Despite this fact, the administration
still fails to make port security a top
priority. It has consistently submitted
inadequate funding requests and has
routinely missed critical security dead-
lines that were required by law. In fact,
the Department of Homeland Security,
DHS, only recently submitted its Na-
tional Maritime Transportation Secu-
rity Plan. The report was due in April
2005.

Given the administration’s poor
record on port security and its poor
judgment on the Dubai Ports World
deal, I am left wondering what it will
take for this administration to take
port security seriously.

It was Congress that put a halt to the
Dubai Ports World takeover, and it will
have to be Congress that provides the
port security funding that the adminis-
tration’s budget lacks. The amendment
put forward by Senators MENENDEZ and
LAUTENBERG calls for a funding level
that is a far better reflection of port
security’s importance to the country.
While it will not solve all of the cur-
rent inadequacies, it will bring us far
closer to what will be required.

Several other Members will be intro-
ducing amendments that enhance re-
sources for transportation security,
and while I would prefer specific off-
sets, I applaud their focus on port secu-
rity and strongly support them. Our
committee has held numerous over-
sight hearings in the area of transpor-
tation security, and we recognize that
much more needs to be done. The latest
Department of Homeland Security in-
spector general’s report indicated that
the DHS has made considerable im-
provements in the administration of
the port security grant program. It is
beginning to deliver the funding the
way Congress intended, consistent with
the Maritime Transportation Security
Act, MTSA. Now, we must dedicate
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more substantial resources to this ef-
fort.

While increased funding is a critical
step, we must not lose sight of the
long-term security improvements that
will be necessary for port security. In
November, the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee unanimously approved the
Transportation Security Improvement
Act, S. 1052, which addresses a litany of
security shortcomings across all modes
of transportation. Specifically, title V
of our bill tackles port and cargo secu-
rity inadequacies. It improves the ex-
amination of cargo before it reaches
our shores, ensures the resumption of
commerce in the event of an attack,
and takes greater advantage of coordi-
nated, interagency port security ef-
forts.

Of course, I would like to see passage
of our full bill, but at a minimum, I
urge the Senate to take up title V of
our bill and pass it as soon as possible.
Our approach has broad bipartisan sup-
port, and it will improve security while
maintaining the jurisdiction and trans-
portation expertise of the Commerce
Committee. The time is right to pass
these needed security improvements,
and I am hopeful that the Senate will
take up our measure as sSoon as pPoOs-
sible.

In the meantime, I urge my col-
leagues to support this important and
timely amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
hope our colleagues will not vote for
the amendment.

The Senate just voted overwhelm-
ingly to put almost $1 billion into port
security. That is the right thing to do,
but the right way to pay for it is out of
the 920 account. To make this a pri-
ority, let us do it right. The Menendez
amendment would increase taxes to
pay for port security. We do not need
to do that. What we should do is the
right thing—provide more inspectors
and make sure our ports are secure,
and do it the right way with real
money that is already there.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COBURN). The question is on agreeing
to the amendment. The yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN)
would have voted ‘‘nay.”’

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) and
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. DAY-
TON) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that if present
and voting, the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. DAYTON) would vote ‘‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 43,
nays 53, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 47 Leg.]

YEAS—43

Akaka Harkin Murray
Baucus Inouye Nelson (FL)
Bayh Jeffords Nelson (NE)
Bingaman Johnson Obama
Boxer Kennedy Pryor
Byrd Kerry Reed
Cantwell Kohl Reid
Carper Landrieu "
Clinton Lautenberg Istockefellen

alazar
Conrad Leahy
Dodd Levin Sarbanes
Dorgan Lieberman Schumer
Durbin Lincoln Stabenow
Feingold Menendez Wyden
Feinstein Mikulski

NAYS—53
Alexander DeWine McCain
Allard Dole McConnell
Allen Domenici Murkowski
Bennett Ensign Roberts
Bond Enzi Santorum
Browgback Frist Sessions
Bunning Graham Shelby
Burns Grassley Smith
Burr Gregg Snowe
Chafee Hagel Stevens
Chambliss Hatch
Coburn Hutchison Sununu
Cochran Inhofe Talent
Collins Isakson Thomas
Cornyn Kyl Thune
Craig Lott Vitter
Crapo Lugar Voinovich
DeMint Martinez Warner
NOT VOTING—4
Biden Dayton
Coleman Specter
The amendment (No. 3054) was re-

jected.

Mr. GREGG. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. BURNS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3018

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent the yeas and nays be vitiated on
the Chambliss amendment numbered
3018.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent the amendment be agreed to.

Mr. CONRAD. We have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment No. 3018.

The amendment (No. 3018) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3073

Mr. GREGG. The next amendment is
the amendment of Senator GRASSLEY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
2 minutes equally divided.

Mr. CONRAD. Senator GRASSLEY’S
amendment is the next order in the
queue.

Mr. GREGG. I will speak to Senator
GRASSLEY’s amendment.

What Senator GRASSLEY is sug-
gesting is we give the Secretary of
Health and Human Services the au-
thority to extend the signup time for
senior citizens, and if we extend such
signup times, there will be no penalty
against the senior citizens.

It is an excellent amendment. I hope
it will be supported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time to speak in opposition?
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Mr. CONRAD. I yield time to the
Senator from Florida.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, the question is, do you want to
help the program or do you want to
help the people? Members have all
heard from their senior citizens. They
are confused, they are bewildered, and
in some cases frightened about this
deadline coming up. They want some
additional time. They are confused
with this multiplicity of plans.

Senator GRASSLEY’S amendment
would only give discretion to the Sec-
retary of HHS. They have already tes-
tified they do not want to extend the
program.

Members are going to have an oppor-
tunity to vote on the amendment that
follows that will actually extend the
deadline for the rest of the year, 2006.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, is
there any time left on my side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
three seconds.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized
for 23 seconds.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, what
the Secretary said was that this was a
decision by the Congress. We are in-
volved in that decision, a decision
today to give the Secretary authority
to do it if it needs to be done, and do it
not until it needs to be done, rather
than sending a signal that you can pro-
crastinate again for another 6 months.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment. The yeas and nays have
been previously ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN)
would have voted ‘“‘yea.”’

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. DAYTON)
is necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. DAYTON) would vote ‘‘nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 76,
nays 22, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 48 Leg.]

YEAS—T6
Alexander Cornyn Inouye
Allard Craig Isakson
Allen Crapo Johnson
Bayh DeMint Kerry
Bennett Dodd Kohl
Biden Dole Kyl
Bingaman Domenici Levin
Bond Dorgan Lieberman
Boxer Durbin Lott
Brownback Enzi Lugar
Bunning Feinstein Martinez
Burns Frist McConnell
Burr Graham Menendez
Byrd Grassley Mikulski
Cantwell Gregg Murkowski
Carper Hagel Murray
Chambliss Hatch Nelson (NE)
Coburn Hutchison Pryor
Cochran Inhofe Roberts
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Rockefeller Smith Thune
Salazar Specter Vitter
Santorum Stabenow Voinovich
Sarbanes Stevens Warner
Schumer Sununu Wyden
Sessions Talent
Shelby Thomas
NAYS—22

Akaka Feingold McCain
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL)
Chafee Jeffords Obama
Clinton Kennedy Reed
Collins Landrieu Reid
Conrad Lautenberg Snowe
DeWine Leahy
Ensign Lincoln

NOT VOTING—2
Coleman Dayton

The amendment (No. 3073) was agreed
to.

Mr. GREGG. I move to reconsider the
vote and to lay that motion on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3009

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Nel-
son amendment No. 3009 is now under
consideration with 2 minutes equally
divided.

The Senator from Florida is recog-
nized.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, this amendment is what Senators
have been hearing from their senior
citizens. They want to extend the dead-
line. My amendment would put it in
law that the deadline is extended. Why
be for a program instead of being for
the people? They are confused. They
need more time. They are bewildered
and, in some cases, knowing that that
1 percent-a-month penalty is hanging
over their heads, they are frightened.
They are also frightened if they choose
the wrong program, then find out they
can’t get the prescription drugs they
need for their quality of life. I urge
Members to vote for the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. GRASSLEY. The Nelson amend-
ment is the wrong idea at the wrong
time. The amendment doesn’t even pro-
vide the resources for enrolling people
afterwards. We did in the amendment
just adopted. How are we going to get
people to enroll if the administration
doesn’t have the resources to do it? It
is too early to make a decision, when
we don’t have final enrollment num-
bers yet. Right now enrollment is
going very well. A quarter of a million
people sign up every week. Many who
are calling for delay in the enrollment
deadline didn’t support the legislation
2 or 3 years ago. They have admitted
that. They have been encouraging citi-
zens not to enroll. Extending the dead-
line until the end of the year is a cyn-
ical attempt to tell seniors not to en-
roll this year. The other side says May
15 is an arbitrary deadline. Americans
live with deadlines every day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3009.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
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The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN)
would have voted ‘‘yea.”

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. DAYTON)
is necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. DAYTON) would vote ‘“‘yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 49, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 49 Leg.]

YEAS—49

Akaka Feingold Murray
Baucus Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Bayh Harkin Nelson (NE)
Biden Inouye Obama
Bingaman Jeffords Pryor
Boxer Johnson Reed
Byrd Kennedy Reid
Cantwell Kerry Rockefeller
Carper Kohl ) Salazar
Chafee Landrieu

: Sarbanes
Clinton Lautenberg
Collins Leahy Schumer
Conrad Levin Snowe
DeWine Lieberman Specter
Dodd Lincoln Stabenow
Dorgan Menendez Wyden
Durbin Mikulski

NAYS—49
Alexander Domenici McConnell
Allard Ensign Murkowski
Allen Enzi Roberts
Bennett Frist Santorum
Bond Graham Sessions
Brownback Grassley Shelby
Bunning Gregg Smith
Burns Hagel
Burr Hatch Sﬁi‘fﬁ
Chambliss Hutchison
Coburn Inhofe Talent
Cochran Isakson Thomas
Cornyn Kyl Tkllune
Craig Lott Vitter
Crapo Lugar Voinovich
DeMint Martinez Warner
Dole McCain
NOT VOTING—2

Coleman Dayton

The amendment (No. 3009) was re-
jected.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I simply
note that the way this is working,
these are 10-minute votes. We have
been reasonably generous by letting
them go to 12 minutes, but we are not
letting them go past 12 minutes. I be-
lieve 1 speak for Senator CONRAD. We
are going to insist on getting these
votes done. We are on to the next
amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3004

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now consider the Snowe-Wyden
amendment.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, the
amendment which Senator WYDEN and
I are offering will address the high cost
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of our Medicare prescription drug ben-
efit. It does this not by price setting or
mandating a drug formulary, but by
providing our drug plans with the re-
source of the HHS Secretary. Since
Medicare is paying 75 percent of a
beneficiary’s drug costs from $250 up to
$2,250 in spending, and the cost of this
benefit over the next ten years is esti-
mated to exceed $700 billion, it is sim-
ply common sense that the Secretary
should be able to assist when the plans

need help.
Our amendment states two cir-
cumstances in which the Secretary

must participate in drug price negotia-
tion. If the Secretary needs to provide
a drug plan due to lack of competition,
he must negotiate competitive prices
for his own ‘‘fallback’ plan. And just
as reasonable, if a drug plan requests
his assistance in negotiations, then he
should be responsive to that need.

The Congressional Budget Office has
told us that when a drug lacks com-
petition, a manufacturer may not ne-
gotiate in good faith. So when a plan
calls for help in this circumstance, the
Secretary shouldn’t be forced to be un-
responsive. As CBO has described, the
savings could be substantial. For exam-
ple, if 29 million beneficiaries enroll in
Part D, and 1 in 4 used a single source
“blockbuster’ drug such as a lipid-low-
ering drug costing $250 per month, the
annual cost for that single product
would exceed $21 billion. If the Sec-
retary could help plans raise the dis-
count on such a drug by just 10 percent,
the annual savings would amount to
$2.18 billion. This illustrates how in
this special situation, the role of the
Secretary could be vital.

Let me be clear—this amendment
does not allow price-setting. The lan-
guage is clear: ‘‘the Secretary may not
require a particular formulary or insti-
tute a price structure for the reim-
bursement of Part D drugs.”

The AMA, the AARP, and many
other are advocating for this author-
ity, because they want to protect our
seniors access to drugs as much as we
do. I urge my colleagues to join us in
assuring we keep our promise to our
seniors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, one
of the things on this issue that is so
misleading is the impression that this
legislation does not allow Medicare to
negotiate. The opposite is true.

This legislation requires negotiation.
That is what the plans are doing all the
time to drive down the price of drugs—
what it does to drive down the price of
the premium way below what we
thought it would be. Again, everything
is backward when they talk about this.
In the real world, there are choices.
Wherever you want to go for any con-
sumer products, those stores negotiate
prices to get good prices. It is just a
way to get the job done. Statistics that
have come in on this show that com-
petition is driving down the price of
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drugs—the 25 leading drugs—by 35 per-
cent on average this ought to show
that this process is working.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The yeas and nays have
been ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Maine.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant morning business clerk
called the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN)
would have voted ‘‘no.”

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. DAYTON)
is necessarily absent.

I further announce that if present
and voting, the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. DAYTON) would vote ‘‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 44, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 50 Leg.]

YEAS—54
Akaka Graham Murkowski
Bayh Harkin Murray
Biden Hutchison Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Inouye Obama
Boxer Jeffords Pryor
Byrd Johnson Reed
Cantwell Kennedy Reid
Carper Kerry Rockefeller
Chafee Kohl Salazar
Clinton Landrieu Sarbanes
Collins Lautenberg Schumer
Conrad Leahy Shelby
DeWine Levin Smith
Dodd Lieberman Snowe
Dorgan Lincoln Specter
Durbin McCain Stabenow
Feingold Menendez Stevens
Feinstein Mikulski Wyden

NAYS—44
Alexander Crapo Lugar
Allard DeMint Martinez
Allen Dole McConnell
Baucus Domenici Nelson (NE)
Bennett Ensign Roberts
Bond Enzi Santorum
Brownback Frist Sessions
Bunning Grassley Sununu
Burns Gregg Talent
Burr Hagel Thomas
Chambliss Hatch
Coburn Inhofe TI}une
Cochran Isakson Vlfjter )
Cornyn Kyl Voinovich
Craig Lott Warner

NOT VOTING—2

Coleman Dayton

The amendment (No. 3004) was agreed
to.

Mr. OBAMA. I move to reconsider the
vote, and I move to lay that motion on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3086

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Byrd amend-
ment will be considered next, with 2
minutes equally divided for debate.

The Senator from West Virginia is
recognized.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that Senator SCHUMER be added as a
cosponsor to my amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, once again
the White House has proposed a level of
funding for Amtrak that will result in
bankruptcy for the company, endan-
gering rail service in every region of
the Nation.

Two amendments have been offered
to increase Amtrak’s funding to a level
of $1.45 billion. My amendment, which
is fully paid for, would provide the ad-
ditional funds necessary for the Appro-
priations Committee to approve $1.45
billion for Amtrak.

The amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Pennsylvania
pretends to pay for the increase by cut-
ting something called function 920 al-
lowances. It assumes deeper cuts for
education, for low-income home energy
assistance, for border and port secu-
rity, and for our troops.

I urge Members to show support—
real support—for Amtrak by voting for
my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Who seeks time? The Senator from
New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I must
rise in opposition to this amendment
as it would exceed the caps and would
end up raising taxes. We are going to
have an amendment that follows this
amendment which makes a commit-
ment to Amtrak, which does it under
the caps, therefore, sets the priorities
correctly, and that is the proper way to
do this.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3086. Under the previous order, the
yeas and nays have been ordered. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN)
would have voted ‘‘no.”

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. DAYTON)
and the Senator from Maryland (Ms.
MIKULSKI) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. DAYTON) would vote ‘‘yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 51 Leg.]

YEAS—44
Akaka Dorgan Leahy
Baucus Durbin Levin
Bayh Feingold Lieberman
Biden Feinstein Lincoln
Bingaman Harkin Menendez
Boxer Inouye Murray
Byrd Jetfords Nelson (FL)
Cantwell Johnson Nelson (NE)
Carper Kennedy Obama
Chafee Kerry Pryor
Clinton Kohl
Conrad Landrieu Regd
Dodd Lautenberg Reid
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Rockefeller Sarbanes Stabenow
Salazar Schumer Wyden
NAYS—53
Alexander Dole McConnell
Allard Domenici Murkowski
Allen Ensign Roberts
Bennett Enzi Santorum
Bond Frist Sessions
Browpback Graham Shelby
gunmng grassley Smith
urns regg
Burr Hagel gn;):;zr
Chambliss Hatch oy
Coburn Hutchison S evens
Cochran Inhofe ununu
Collins Isakson Talent
Cornyn Kyl Thomas
Craig Lott Tkllune
Crapo Lugar leter )
DeMint Martinez Voinovich
DeWine McCain Warner
NOT VOTING—3
Coleman Dayton Mikulski
The amendment (No. 3086) was re-
jected.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3015

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Santorum
amendment will now be considered
with 2 minutes equally divided for de-
bate on the amendment. The Senator
from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, this
amendment does what the Byrd amend-
ment does, except it doesn’t raises
taxes. It offsets the money from the 920
account. I would encourage Members to
let their voices be heard in support of
Amtrak funding to make sure that the
Appropriations Committee understands
that this is a continuing priority for

the United States, and I ask for a
‘‘yea’’ vote.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

rises in opposition?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
we are talking about a proposal that
has no funding for it. You reach into
the 920 barrel and there is nothing
there, you can’t come up with any
money. But in the process, the Senator
from Pennsylvania did acknowledge
that the President’s budget is way off
line because now we are talking about
$1.5 billion; whereas, otherwise, it is
$500 million less. So while this bill is
imperfect we do want to see Amtrak
supported, and I hope that we will be
able to resolve it in the appropriations
process to get it to where it needs to
be. But this amendment is not going to
do it. It is half a loaf and, at this point,
we have little choice.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 3015. Under the pre-
vious order, the yeas and nays have
been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant journal clerk called the
roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN).
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Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN)
would have voted ‘‘yea.”

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. DAYTON)
is necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. DAYTON) would vote ‘‘nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 39,
nays 59, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 52 Leg.]

YEAS—39
Allen Domenici Lugar
Baucus Dorgan Mikulski
Bayh Feingold Murkowski
Bond Frist Nelson (NE)
Burns Hagel Rockefeller
Burr Hatch Santorum
Byrd Hutchison Sarbanes
Carper Jeffords Smith
Chafee Johnson Snowe
Cochran Kohl Specter
Collins Landrieu Stevens
DeWine Lieberman Talent
Dole Lott Warner
NAYS—59
Akaka Ensign Menendez
Alexander Enzi Murray
Allard Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Bennett Graham Obama
Biden Grassley Pryor
Bingaman Gregg Reed
Boxer Harkin Reid
Browr_xback Inhofe Roberts
Bunning Inouye Salazar
Cantwell Isakson Schumer
Chambliss Kennedy .
Clinton Kerry Sessions
Coburn Kyl Shelby
Conrad Lautenberg Stabenow
Cornyn Leahy Sununu
Craig Levin Thomas
Crapo Lincoln Thune
DeMint Martinez Vitter
Dodd McCain Voinovich
Durbin McConnell Wyden
NOT VOTING—2
Coleman Dayton
The amendment (No. 3015) was re-
jected.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote, and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of our colleagues, that was
the last rollcall vote for today. We will
begin voting tomorrow morning, most
probably on the two avian flu amend-
ments which we were discussing during
the vote, at approximately 10:30.

The managers are here, and we will
continue to discuss it in terms of the
timing and the exact schedule for to-
morrow.

There are no more rollcall votes to-
night, and we will begin voting around
10:30 tomorrow.

The more formal vote-arama, which
unfortunately has become institu-
tionalized, would be tomorrow after-
noon. We will have more announce-
ments about that.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I hope
colleagues understand that for this
budget cycle we have lost time to a
number of extraneous events which
could not be helped. But it means we
have less time than we have had in pre-
vious years.

I hope my colleagues understand that
we have put the debt limit discussion
in the middle of this.
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We have had a number of other
events, such as the joint session.

As a result, we have less time for
amendments.

I beg the indulgence of colleagues in
understanding that now the only way
we can finish is if we have very tight
time agreements tomorrow, and if we
exercise discipline among ourselves in
terms of the number of amendments
that we offer. That is the only conceiv-
able way we can finish by tomorrow
night.

I urge colleagues to think very care-
fully about amendments which they
might want to offer.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CONRAD. Yes, I would be happy
to yield.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President,
would the Senator agree with me that
it is very fitting that the debt limit
discussion should be inserted right in
the middle of discussion of the budget
resolution since this budget resolution
will add very substantially to the def-
icit and drive the debt up even further,
requiring this vote that is going to
come to raise the debt ceiling? What is
the amount by which the debt ceiling
will be raised?

Mr. CONRAD. The debt limit request
will be to raise the debt by nearly $800
billion—§781 billion.

Mr. SARBANES. It underscores the
deeper hole that these budgets are driv-
ing us to over the last 5 years, does it
not?

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator makes a
very good point. It is an indication
that we keep adding debt on top of
debt. Of course, this budget will add $3
trillion to the debt—more than $3 tril-
lion over the next b years.

I think it is further confirmation
that we are off track in terms of the
fiscal policy of this country, and not a
little off track—way off track.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing Senators be added as cosponsors
to amendment No. 3018: Senators
GRASSLEY, DEWINE, BURNS, COBURN,
and VITTER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The minority leader is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 3115

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for
himself and Mrs. CLINTON, Dproposes an
amendment numbered 3115.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
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(Purpose: To increase funding in FY 2007 by
$347 million to restore funding or provide
increased funding over FY 2006 for pro-
grams and policies that support the deliv-
ery of contraceptive services and medically
accurate information in order to reduce
the number of unintended pregnancies, in-
cluding Title X of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act, and to restore funding or provide
increased funding over FY 2006 for pro-
grams that help women have healthy preg-
nancies and healthy children, including the
Child Care Development Block Grant, Ma-
ternal and Child Health Block Grant,
Healthy Start, and the Special Supple-
mental Nutrition Program for Women In-
fants and Children paid for by closing cor-
porate tax loopholes)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$225,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$84,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 4,
$225,000,000.

On page 4,
$84,000,000.

On page 4,
$23,000,000.

On page 4,
$10,000,000.

On page 4,
$2,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$347,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by
$225,000,000.

On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by
$84,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page b, line 12, increase the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 19, line 24, increase the amount by
$124,000,000.

On page 19, line 25, increase the amount by
$27,000,000.

On page 20, line 4, increase the amount by
$61,000,000.

On page 20, line 8, increase the amount by
$21,000,000.

On page 20, line 12, increase the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 20, line 16, increase the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 21, line 24, increase the amount by
$223,000,000.

On page 21, line 25, increase the amount by
$198,000,000.

On page 22, line 4, increase the amount by
$ 23,000,000.

On page 22, line 8, increase the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$347,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$225,000,000.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this amend-
ment was offered on behalf of the Sen-
ator from Nevada and the Senator from
New York, Senator CLINTON.

One of the most heated debates of re-
cent years has been on the issue of
abortion. People on both sides of the
issue feel very strongly. They have ar-
gued, they have demonstrated, and
they have protested with emotion and
passion.

The approval last week of a South
Dakota law banning virtually all abor-

line 1, increase the amount by
line 2, increase the amount by
line 3, increase the amount by
line 4, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by
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tions has only intensified the already
strong feelings on both sides of this
issue.

The issue is not going to go away
very soon. And I doubt that one side
will be able to suddenly convince the
other to drop its deeply held beliefs.

But there is a need—and an oppor-
tunity—for us to find common ground.

Today, I am joining with Senator
CLINTON to propose an amendment that
offers not only common ground but
common sense.

Whether you are pro-life or pro-
choice, Democrat or Republican, our
amendment advances two Kkey goals
which we should all share:

No. 1, reducing the number of unin-
tended pregnancies and the resulting
abortions,

No. 2, helping women have healthy
pregnancies and healthy children.

Our amendment will make sure that
there is money available in the budget
to enact policy to support these impor-
tant goals.

I repeat—reducing the number of un-
intended pregnancies and resulting
abortions and helping women have
healthy pregnancies and healthy chil-
dren.

Specifically, our amendment would
allow us to increase funding for the Na-
tional Family Planning Program, title
X. It would pass the Equity in Pre-
scription Insurance and Contraceptive
Coverage Act so that we may end in-
surance discrimination against women.

I might add that the distinguished
Senator from Maine, Ms. SNOWE, has
worked on this for many years.

Our amendment would improve
awareness and understanding of emer-
gency contraception, and our amend-
ment would improve teen pregnancy
prevention programs.

This amendment would also restore
cuts and provide funding for crucial
programs that support pregnant
women and their children.

The United States has among the
highest rates of unintended preg-
nancies of all industrialized nations.
Half of all pregnancies in the United
States are unintended.

And about half of those pregnancies
end in abortions.

It doesn’t have to be this way. Most
of these unintended pregnancies—and
the resulting abortions—can be pre-
vented.

One of the most important steps we
can take to prevent unintended preg-
nancies is ensuring that American
women have access to affordable, effec-
tive contraception.

Our amendment helps make family
planning service more accessible to
low-income women. It improves aware-
ness and understanding of emergency
contraception, a poorly understood yet
highly effective form of contraception.
It promotes teen pregnancy prevention
programs, and it would end insurance
discrimination against women.

These are just some of the simple but
necessary steps we can and should take
to prevent unintended pregnancies and
reduce abortions.
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It is difficult for me to understand
why many of the same people who sup-
port an outright ban on abortion also
oppose making contraception more ac-
cessible—particularly for low-income
women who are more likely to have un-
planned pregnancies. For example, a
recent analysis by the non-partisan
Guttmacher Institute revealed that
South Dakota is one of the most dif-
ficult states for low income women to
obtain contraceptives.

Reducing the number of unintended
pregnancies—and the resulting abor-
tions—should be a goal we can all
share.

In addition to supporting programs
that will reduce the number of unin-
tended pregnancies, our amendment
will restore cuts and provide much
needed funds for programs that provide
critical support for pregnant women
and their children.

Our amendment says that while we
should do everything we can do to pre-
vent unintended pregnancies in the
first place, we should also fund pro-
grams that support women who choose
to carry their pregnancies to term and
raise healthy children.

This includes funding for programs
that: provide health care for pregnant
women and their children, reduce in-
fant mortality, provide child care as-
sistance for low-income families, and
provide nutritional assistance for preg-
nant women and children.

Our amendment gives Americans on
both sides of the abortion debate the
opportunity to join in the common
goals of preventing unintended preg-
nancies, reducing abortions and sup-
porting pregnant women and their chil-
dren.

I hope my colleagues will agree to
this amendment. It is important. It is
important for America, and it is impor-
tant for the women in America.

I want to make sure that the Senator
from New York has ample time. How
much time do we have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five
minutes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that my statement be
on leader time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I
thank the Democratic leader, the Sen-
ator from Nevada, for his leadership on
this issue. We have come together to
present this Prevention First amend-
ment because we believe deeply that
we can do better than we are doing in
our country when it comes to pre-
venting unintended pregnancy and
helping to support mothers and chil-
dren.

The United States has one of the
highest rates of unintended preg-
nancies in the industrialized world.
Half of all pregnancies in our country
are unintended. Nearly half of those
end in abortion. In order to decrease
the number of unintended pregnancies,
and to decrease the number of abor-
tions, we must make contraception
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more accessible and more affordable.
The Prevention First amendment en-
sures that we dedicate adequate fund-
ing for these programs, while at the
same time the amendment provides for
dedicating funding to mothers and chil-
dren so children will be as healthy as
possible.

This amendment sends a clear mes-
sage: Women who need access to con-
traception to prevent unintended preg-
nancies will have that help. At the
same time, women who are pregnant
and want to have a healthy child will
also have the support they need. Our
amendment provides $100 million to
programs that reduce unintended preg-
nancy and $247 million to programs
that support and protect women and
babies.

The $100 million prevention program
does four basic things. First, it in-
creases the funds for title X, the Na-
tion’s only program solely dedicated to
family planning. Title X provides high
quality preventive health care and con-
traception to low-income individuals
who may otherwise lack access to sup-
plement care. Every year, title X serv-
ices prevent approximately 1 million
unintended pregnancies. But despite its
proven success, this administration has
continuously cut its funding.

Second, this amendment ends the
current practice where some insurance
companies refuse to provide coverage
for contraception even though they
cover other prescription drugs. Lack of
coverage for contraception results in
women of reproductive age paying 68
percent more in out-of-pocket costs for
health care services than men of the
same age. Our amendment remedies
this disparity by requiring private
health care plans that cover prescrip-
tion drugs to also cover FDA-approved
prescription contraceptions and related
medical services. In our own State of
New York, contraceptive equity is al-
ready the law and it should provide a
real role model for the Nation. If insur-
ance companies can cover drugs such
as Viagra, they can certainly cover
prescription contraception.

Third, this amendment improves pub-
lic awareness of emergency contracep-
tion. Emergency contraception, also
known as Plan B, is one of the most
misunderstood drugs around. Some
have tried to deliberately mislead its
purpose. Emergency contraception pre-
vents pregnancy. It does not interrupt
or end a pregnancy. The most recent
research estimates that emergency
contraception could have prevented
51,000 abortions per year. Further, a
study from the Journal of the Amer-
ican Medical Association confirms that
easier access to emergency contracep-
tion does not increase sexual risk tak-
ing or greater transmission of sexually
transmitted diseases.

Fourth, our amendment provides
funding for programs dedicated to de-
creasing the teen pregnancy rate. To
date, 34 percent of young women be-
come pregnant at least once before
they reach the age of 20. That results
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in 820,000 teen pregnancies a year.
Eight in 10, or 80 percent, of those preg-
nancies are unintended.

This amendment funds proven pro-
grams that will help reduce the rate of
teen pregnancy by improving decision-
making, improving access to education
and information.

In addition to strengthening preg-
nancy prevention programs, our
amendment also increases support for
low-income mothers trying to raise
healthy children. Our message in this
amendment to the women of this coun-
try is clear: We will support you in
your effort to prevent unintended preg-
nancy and we will support you in your
decision to have a child.

Our amendment provides funding for
programs such as the childcare and de-
velopment block grant that help fami-
lies afford safe quality day care; pro-
grams such as the maternal and child
health block grant that ensure women
have healthy pregnancies. Healthy
Start and WIC Programs focus on pro-
viding nutrition for pregnant women
and their infants.

I hope we could unite behind a com-
mon goal of preventing unintended
pregnancies, reducing abortions, and
supporting women and children’s
health. We hope our colleagues and the
White House will work with us to put
prevention first. A vote in support of
this amendment is a vote to support
healthy families.

I urge our colleagues to pass the
Clinton-Reid amendment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, in a
debate earlier today, the senior Sen-
ator from North Dakota responded to
my challenge to point out a new cor-
porate loophole closer that is not in-
cluded in the tax relief reconciliation
conference.

The ranking Democratic member of
the Budget Committee discussed a pro-
posal developed by the Finance Com-
mittee Democratic staff that would re-
peal ‘‘deferral” for controlled foreign
corporations doing business in tax
haven countries.

I share the senior Senator from
North Dakota’s concerns about the
ability of large corporations to manip-
ulate the Tax Code to shift large
amounts of profits offshore. But this
provision isn’t the right way to address
those concerns. It is both overbroad
and inadequate.

It is overbroad because it would harm
the competitiveness of U.S. multi-
nationals by repealing deferral for
holding company structures that allow
them to efficiently allocate active for-
eign-generated resources among their
foreign operations without incurring
U.S. tax on entirely foreign trans-
actions.

It is inadequate because it applies
only to subsidiaries in black-listed
countries. Companies that use tax ha-
vens for abusive purposes could easily
avoid this rule by locating in a low-tax
country that is not on the list, like Ire-
land, where we have read press reports
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that companies are shifting huge prof-
its. Treasury would have authority to
add countries to the list, but does any-
one think Ireland, with whom we have
a tax treaty, would be added to a black
list?

The way to deal with those cases is
through effective transfer pricing pol-
icy and enforcement, not by curtailing
deferral.

This proposal was included in the
Democratic alternative to the Finance
Committee bipartisan tax relief plan.
When we considered the House tax re-
lief reconciliation bill, the Democratic
alternative was defeated.

Even if the tax haven proposal were
viable in the Senate, it would yield
only a fraction of the revenue needed
to offset the cumulative effect of the
many Democratic amendments to in-
crease spending.

The effect of using such proposals,
which aren’t viable in the Senate, even
if successful, would be to drive down
the tax relief number.

The result of a lower net tax relief
number is that we would lack the nec-
essary tax relief in the budget to ac-
commodate tax relief proposals sup-
ported on both sides of the aisle.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, yes-
terday I offered an amendment to the
budget resolution with the Senator
from Maine and the Senator from New
Jersey that would have increased fund-
ing for several education and training
programs and raised the maximum Pell
grant to $4,500. Regrettably, by a vote
of 50-to-50, the amendment was not
adopted. More than 100 educational or-
ganizations supported the Kennedy-
Collins-Menendez amendment, and yes-
terday, I submitted to the RECORD sev-
eral of the support letters we received
from these organizations.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD additional let-
ters from the American Association of
Community Colleges, the National
Council for Community and Education
Partnerships, the National Association
for College Admission Counseling, the
National Association of State Direc-
tors of Career Technical Education
Consortium, and the National Edu-
cation Association.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC, March 14, 2006.
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: As a follow-up to
our letter this morning urging support for
the critical Specter-Harkin amendment to
the budget resolution, we would also like to
encourage your support for the Kennedy-Col-
lins-Menendez amendment, which would add
$6.3 billion targeted to higher education pro-
grams.

Improving access to postsecondary edu-
cation is essential to ensuring a well-edu-
cated workforce that is competitive for the
21st century. Unfortunately, too many
lower-income families are finding higher
education out of reach as costs become pro-
hibitive.
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The Kennedy-Collins-Menendez amend-
ment will help open the doors of opportunity
for students, workers, and families, includ-
ing by securing resources for an increase in
the maximum Pell Grant award and restora-
tion of programs slated for elimination in
the proposed budget such as Career and
Technical Education, TRIO, and GEAR-UP.

The Specter-Harkin amendment will pro-
vide the foundation for restoring education
funds cut in the past two years. The Ken-
nedy-Collins-Menendez amendment builds on
this foundation by targeting additional re-
sources to expand postsecondary opportuni-
ties. We urge your support for both of these
important amendments.

Sincerely,
DIANE SHUST,
Director of Govern-
ment Relations.
RANDALL MOODY,
Manager of Federal
Policy and Politics.
NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR COMMUNITY
AND EDUCATION PARTNERSHIPS,
Washington, DC, March 13, 2006.
Hon. EDWARD KENNEDY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.
Hon. ROBERT MENENDEZ,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS KENNEDY AND MENENDEZ:
On behalf of the National Council for Com-
munity and Education Partnerships
(NCCEP), a national nonprofit organization
dedicated to increasing higher education op-
portunities for low-income students, our cor-
porate and foundation partners, and the mil-
lions of students and families we serve, I
write to enthusiastically support the Menen-
dez-Kennedy Amendment.

One principal program we work with is the
Gaining Early Awareness for Undergraduate
Programs (GEAR UP), which is currently
providing 1.5 million low-income students in
47 states. GEAR UP helps provide students
with the tools necessary to set high aca-
demic aspirations, capitalize on higher edu-
cation options, and become better academi-
cally prepared for the rigors of higher edu-
cation.

While we are sympathetic to the fiscal
challenges that accompany the upcoming FY
2007 appropriations cycle, our long-term eco-
nomic vitality as a nation will depend on our
ability to produce an increasing number of
college graduates to remain competitive in
business, science, technology and other fields
that demand a high quality education. In the
global marketplace, it is clear that if left
unabated, the educational disparities be-
tween high-income and low-income families
will have negative consequences that will
resonate throughout the American economy
for decades to come.

These challenges can be overcome if we
continue to focus on increasing higher edu-
cation opportunities for underserved stu-
dents. One study suggests that if we can
raise minority student participation in high-
er education to equal that of non-minority
students, over $300 billion would be added in
gross national product and tax revenues
alone. The continued federal investment in
GEAR UP can and will go a long way to en-
suring the fiscal and social health of our na-
tion, our communities, and our families.

While the recent focus on strengthening
America’s competitiveness is welcome in the
national dialogue, our colleagues and con-
stituents believe very strongly that funding
new initiatives at the expense of proven pro-
grams such as GEAR UP, is at best counter-
productive, and at worst, a broken commit-
ment to low-income students and families
nationwide.
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Through the creation of GEAR UP partner-
ships between families, community-based or-
ganizations, businesses, schools, and institu-
tions of higher education, we are able to
have a far greater impact than working in
isolation. By working together towards com-
mon goals, we are ensuring that students
stay in school, raise their academic and ca-
reer aspirations, succeed in challenging
courses, and receive quality counseling as
they prepare for higher education. Research-
ers at the Pennsylvania State University as
well as the national program evaluation (ad-
ministered by the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation) have concluded that GEAR UP stu-
dents are making significant academic gains
in reading and math, two critical compo-
nents for college success. In addition, GEAR
UP students and families report that their
academic ambitions and awareness of higher
education options have improved signifi-
cantly as a result of the program. All of this
comes at a small investment of less than $300
per student annually. Simply stated, GEAR
UP is a cost-effective solution to raising the
academic skills and aspirations of an entire
generation of students that may otherwise
be left behind.

The Menendez-Kennedy Amendment recog-
nizes that as a nation we have made a com-
pact with our students that should not be
broken. We promised students and families
that if they set high educational goals,
worked hard, and persevered through a chal-
lenging course of study, that our nation
would provide them with the basic resources
necessary to assist them along the pathway
to a college degree. With the proposed cuts
to GEAR UP and other critical programs
that empower students and families to suc-
ceed, we will break this promise, risk turn-
ing our back on our students, and place the
dream of a college degree out of the reach of
low-income and working families.

Speaking for the students and families we
serve, I thank you for the extraordinary
leadership you have demonstrated through
the Menendez-Kennedy Amendment. If I can
be of any assistance, please do not hesitate
to contact me.

Sincerely,
HECTOR GARZA,
President.
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR
COLLEGE ADMISSION COUNSELING,
Alexandria, VA, March 14, 2006.
SENATOR,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of more than
20,000 high school counselors and college ad-
mission officers that are members of the Na-
tional Association for College Admission
Counseling and its state/regional affiliates, I
write to urge your support for two amend-
ments that will save college access programs
targeted for elimination in the fiscal 2007
budget proposal as drafted by the Senate
Budget Committee and proposed by the Ad-
ministration.

Specifically we ask you to support the Har-
kin-Specter amendment, which would re-
store cuts to education programs by increas-
ing funding for functions 500, 550, and 600 by
$7 billion.

In addition, we ask you to support the Ken-
nedy-Collins-Menendez amendment, which
would increase the Pell grant maximum
award to $4,500. The Pell grant has been far
outpaced by inflation, diminishing the pur-
chasing power of Pell and leaving hundreds
of thousands of students without sufficient
financial resources to attend college.

We believe that the United States needs an
investment in education and college access
now. Your support of these two amendments
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is crucial to the education of our nation’s
youth.
Sincerely,
JOYCE SMITH,
Ezxecutive Director.

MARCH 14, 2006.
Hon. EDWARD KENNEDY,
Member, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: On behalf of the
National Association of State Directors of
Career Technical Education Consortium, we
support the $6.3 billion amendment being of-
fered by Senators Kennedy, Menendez and
Collins to restore funding to student aid pro-
grams, career technical education, and job
training programs, as well as to increase the
Pell Grant to $4,500.

Specifically, NASDCTEc strongly supports
the restoration of funding for the Carl D.
Perkins Vocational and Technical Education
Act. The Perkins funds are essential in pro-
viding Americans the opportunity to gain
the academic and technical skills necessary
to succeed in the workplace and postsec-
ondary education. This funding will ensure
that we have a highly skilled and educated
workforce, ready to meet the demands of an
everchanging global economy.

A cut or elimination to the Perkins pro-
gram would force schools, training programs,
and community colleges to eliminate critical
programs that are working well in commu-
nities throughout the country. Supporting
the Kennedy/Menendez/Collins amendment
will make certain that students are provided
with rigorous and relevant academics as well
as ensure the efforts to build a skilled and
competitive American workforce are
achieved.

Thank you for your time, and I hope that
you will consider supporting this amend-
ment. We believe this amendment will help
open doors of opportunity for students,
workers and families. If NASDCTEc can be of
any assistance to you during the appropria-
tions debate, please do not hesitate to con-
tact Nichole Jackson, Director of Govern-
ment Relations.

Sincerely,
KIMBERLY A. GREEN,
Executive Director.
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION
OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES,
Washington, DC, March 13, 2006.
Hon. ROBERT MENENDEZ,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS MENENDEZ AND KENNEDY:
On behalf of the American Association of
Community Colleges (AACC) and the 1,158
community colleges it represents, I would
like to express our strong support for your
student aid and job training amendment to
the FY 2007 Budget Resolution. This amend-
ment increases the federal investment in
programs that enable millions of Americans
to pursue postsecondary education and train-
ing.

As a strong proponent of federal student
aid, AACC supports a $450 increase in the
maximum Pell Grant. The centerpiece of fed-
eral student aid, the Pell Grant program is
essential to providing access to higher edu-
cation for low-income students. The program
currently serves more than five million stu-
dents annually, the vast majority of whom
come from families with incomes below
$20,000 per year. Pell Grants enable approxi-
mately two million community college stu-
dents to enroll each year by helping with
tuition, books and equipment, and living ex-
penses. However, the power of the Pell Grant
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is declining, since the maximum award has
remained frozen while student expenses have
risen. A $450 increase in the maximum Pell
Grant would provide significant help to
needy college students.

An increased federal investment in pro-
grams such as TRIO and GEAR UP that help
prepare low-income, first-generation stu-
dents for college is critical. Without addi-
tional resources thousands of middle school
and high school students from disadvantaged
backgrounds may never realize their postsec-
ondary dreams. And with America’s increas-
ingly diverse population, this could have se-
rious consequences for our economic future.

We also applaud your continued support
for vocational education programs under the
Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical
Education Act. The Perkins Basic State
Grant is essential for community college in-
novation in occupational education cur-
ricula. Funds support a wide range of activi-
ties, including integrating vocational and
academic instruction; helping students meet
challenging academic and vocational stand-
ards; training first responders; developing
cutting edge curricula; and strengthening
links between institutions and businesses.

Thank you for offering this critical amend-
ment. We look forward to working with you
as the F'Y 2007 budget process continues.

Sincerely,
GEORGE R. BOGGS,
President and CEO.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of amendment No.
3048 proposed by Senators SPECTER and
HARKIN to restore funding for the
Labor, Health and Human Services and
Education appropriations bill to fiscal
year 2005 levels.

This amendment would restore fund-
ing to many important programs, in-
cluding one that is quite important to
Arkansas as well as our Nation—the
Geriatric Health Professions program.
Title VII funding for geriatrics train-
ing is the only Federal program that
specifically develops academic geriatri-
cians at a time when more are needed.
The fiscal year 2006 Labor-HHS bill
eliminated several programs, including
this program.

Geriatric health professions pro-
grams support geriatric education cen-
ters, faculty fellowships, and Academic
Career Awards. The academic career
award programs support the career de-
velopment of geriatricians in junior
faculty positions who are committed to
teaching geriatrics in medical schools
across the country. Geriatric Training
programs train health professionals
who plan to teach geriatric medicine,
geriatric dentistry, or geriatric behav-
ioral or mental health. Geriatric Edu-
cation Centers train health profes-
sionals, faculty, students, and practi-
tioners in diagnosis, treatment, disease
prevention, disability, and other health
problems of the aged.

In 2005, Geriatric Education Centers
alone reported delivery of low-cost pro-
fessional geriatric training interven-
tions to over 50,000 health care pro-
viders who collectively reported over
8.6 million patient encounters and en-
hanced quality of care provided to
older adults.

Since 2000, the Arkansas Geriatric
Education Center has trained and edu-
cated 10,340 health professionals, most
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of whom practice in rural areas, and
has awarded over 54,000 hours of con-
tinuing education. The center had been
funded through a grant from the Bu-
reau of Health Professions, Health Re-
sources and Services Administration.

Yet at the end of 2005 all funding for
title VII geriatric health professions
programs was eliminated from the 2006
Federal budget. The elimination of this
program runs counter to recommenda-
tions from the 1,200 delegates to the
2005 White House Conference on Aging
where enhancing the geriatric work-
force ranked as 2 of the top 10 list of
recommendations. Furthermore, it ig-
nores the well documented shortage of
geriatricians and specialized care needs
of the older portion of the baby boomer
population. Congress must renew its
commitment to geriatric health profes-
sions training if the nation is to avert
a crisis in access to geriatric care for
older Americans.

The elimination of title VII funding
for geriatric health professions train-
ing programs is a grave threat to the
health of geriatric medicine. As the
number of new physicians going into
geriatrics declines and those already in
the field approach retirement age, in-
centives rather than cuts are needed in
programs that enhance the training of
health professionals in geriatrics.
Eliminating these funds will result in
decreased access for the growing num-
ber of older patients in our country in
need of the specialized care provided by
geriatric healthcare professionals.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important amendment which would re-
store funding to the geriatric health
professions program, among other pro-
grams critical to the health of our Na-
tion.

VOTE EXPLANATION

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, during
consideration of the Menendez amend-
ment, No. 30564, I was unavoidably de-
tained in a meeting off the Senate floor
and missed the vote. As a cosponsor of
the amendment to provide funding for
port security, I would have voted
“aye.”’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. I ask consent at 1:30
p.m. on Thursday, March 16, 2006, all
time under the act expire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

INCREASING THE STATUTORY LIMIT ON THE

PUBLIC DEBT

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the Committee on
Finance be discharged from further
consideration of H.J. Res. 47, the debt
limit extension; provided further that
the Senate immediately proceed to its
consideration with 1 hour of general
debate under the control of the chair-
man or his designee; 2 hours of general
debate under the control of the ranking
member or his designee; and the only
amendment in order be the following:
Baucus, study on foreign investment,
20 minutes equally divided.

I further ask consent that following
the use or yielding back of time on the
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bill and amendment, the resolution be
set aside; provided further on Thurs-
day, prior to the first votes on the
budget, the Senate proceed to a vote in
relation to the Baucus amendment, and
following the disposition of the amend-
ment, the joint resolution be read the
third time and the Senate proceed to
the vote on passage of the joint resolu-
tion, with no intervening action or de-
bate.

I also ask all time consumed during
this bill count against the time limit
under the budget resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The committee is discharged from
further consideration of H.J. Res. 47,
which the clerk will now report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 47) increasing
the statutory limit on the public debt.

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent the Senate resume consideration
of the budget resolution at 9 a.m. to-
morrow; provided further that the time
from 9:30 to 10:30 be equally divided be-
tween the chairman and the ranking
member; I further ask at 10:30 a.m. the
Senate proceed to the votes in relation-
ship to the following items: the Baucus
amendment to the debt limit, the pas-
sage of the debt limit, the Conrad
avian flu amendment, the Burr avian
flu amendment.

I further ask consent that following
these votes the Senate resume debate
on the budget resolution until 1:30,
with the time equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GREGG. The understanding here
is that working with Senator CONRAD,
we are going to line up a series of
amendments which will be brought for-
ward. We hope the Members will work
with us. The time will be limited on
these amendments for debate, but we
will certainly try to accommodate the
membership.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, it is im-
portant for colleagues to know what we
are doing. We are going to go to vote-
arama starting at 1:30 tomorrow after-
noon. Prior to that time, we are going
to have some time for additional
amendments until the votes at 10:30. As
the chairman has indicated, at 10:30 we
will have votes on the debt limit. We
will then have votes on the avian flu
amendments that were put off from
this evening. After those votes are con-
cluded, we will go back to amendments
until 1:30.

Now, what does that mean? That
means we have very restricted time to-
morrow morning. We have very re-
stricted time after the votes tomorrow,
until 1:30 for additional amendments.
The only way people are going to get
time is if they take very short time
agreements. That is the only alter-
native we have.

Again, I explain to my colleagues, 1
apologize, but the fact is, our time for
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budget discussion has been dramati-
cally reduced this year because of ex-
traneous events. It is just a fact. The
debt limit was put into this, the joint
session, these series of meetings that
are important bipartisan meetings at
the White House. The chairman would
agree that we have had probably the
most difficult time managing this
budget because there is so much less
time available this year.

I ask for colleagues to understand if
they want time they are going to have
to take very short time agreements to-
morrow; otherwise, they will be in a
vote-arama.

Again, I thank my colleagues for the
great cooperation so many have shown
throughout the day.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, first of
all, I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, we are now on the sub-
ject of raising the debt limit of our
country by $781 billion. This is after we
have already had, during this adminis-
tration, repeated increases in the debt
limit over and over and over again—
during the first 5 years of this adminis-
tration, raising the debt limit $3 tril-
lion.

I have used this slide to make the
point that I believe the debt is the
threat. So much of the writing and so
much of the commentary is about the
deficit. But the deficit is going up
much more slowly—even though it is
at record levels—than the debt.

This year, they estimate the deficit
will be $371 billion, but the debt will in-
crease by $6564 billion. When are we
going to get serious about what is hap-
pening to our country? We are plunging
deeper and deeper into debt, and in-
creasingly, it is financed by foreigners.

I have to say, I have never been more
concerned about the future fiscal
strength of our Nation than I am today
because we just seem to be in total de-
nial. We seem to be so disconnected
from reality. We keep on spending. We
keep on cutting taxes. We keep running
up the debt.

When the President came into office,
here is what he told us. He said:

My budget pays down a record amount of
national debt.

He said:

We will pay off $2 trillion of debt over the
next decade. That will be the largest debt re-
duction of any country, ever.

Then he went on to say something
that I believe:

Future generations shouldn’t be forced to
pay back money that we have borrowed. We
owe this kind of responsibility to our chil-
dren and [our] grandchildren.

That is what the President said. He
was going to have maximum paydown
of the debt.
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Well, that is not what happened. The
President was wrong. Not only has
there not been any paydown of debt,
the debt has skyrocketed, as this chart
shows.

The debt, at the end of the first year
of this President’s first term, was $5.8
trillion. The debt, at the end of this
year, is going to be $8.6 trillion—$8.6
trillion—at the end of this fiscal year.
If we adopt the budget that is before
us, we will pile on another more than
$3 trillion of debt over the next 5 years,
winding up with a debt of $11.8 trillion.

Now, here is what has happened al-
ready during this administration.

From 1998 to 2001, we added no debt.
In fact, we were paying down debt.
Those were the ending years of the
Clinton administration’s time.

In 2002, under the President’s poli-
cies, we added $450 billion to the debt
limit. In 2003, we added $984 billion to
the debt limit. In 2004, we added $800
billion to the debt limit. In 2006, now
they are out here wanting to add an-
other almost $800 billion to the debt
limit.

These are not just numbers on a
page. These are not just bars on a
graph. These are not just charts. These
are debts of our country that have to
be paid back.

What is perhaps most stunning is the
degree to which this debt is being in-
creasingly financed by foreigners—for-
eign central banks, foreign investors.

I use this chart to make the point. It
shows the pictures of 42 Presidents.
These 42 Presidents took 224 years to
run up $1 trillion of external debt—U.S.
debt held by foreigners. This President
has more than doubled that amount—
much more than doubled that
amount—in just b years.

The result of all this is we now owe
Japan $668 billion. We owe China $260
billion. We owe the United Kingdom
over $240 billion. We owe the Caribbean
banking centers almost $100 billion.
These numbers change from time to
time because of money flows. South
Korea, we owe over $60 billion.

So what. What does it matter that
foreigners now hold almost half of U.S.
debt? What difference does it make if
we owe Japan $670 or $680 billion? So
what.

Well, the ‘‘so what’’ is, when you owe
somebody money, you have a different
relationship to them than when they
owe you money. We have gone from
being the biggest creditor nation in the
world—more countries owing us more
money than any other country in the
world—to now being the biggest debtor
nation. We owe more money than any
other country in the world, and by a
big amount.

I just had representatives of the
American automobile industry come to
see me. They said: We have to get
tough on Japan because they are ma-
nipulating their currency for advan-
tage in selling their automobiles.

I said: Do you have any idea how
much money we owe the Japanese?

They said: No. We have no idea.
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I said: Well, we owe them over $660
billion.

How are we going to get tough with
somebody we owe $660 billion?

Earlier I had a group of business
leaders come to me and tell me: We
have to get tough with China because
they are manipulating their currency
for advantage in international mar-
kets. I asked them: How much do you
think we owe the Chinese? They did
not know. I told them we owe them
over $250 billion.

How are we going to get tough with
China when we owe them all this
money? What would we do if all of a
sudden they did not show up to buy our
debt because now every time we have
an auction, most of it is going to for-
eign entities. That is how we are float-
ing this boat. We are mortgaging the
future. That is what we are doing. Does
that make America stronger or does
that make America weaker?

A number of weeks ago, the Presi-
dent had a small group of us over—Sen-
ators—to talk about energy. He re-
minded us that in his State of the
Union Address he said America is ad-
dicted to oil. And he turned to me and
said: That’s pretty good for a guy from
oil country to say that, don’t you
think?

And I said: Yes, I do, Mr. President.
But I tell you, not only are we addicted
to oil, we are also addicted to foreign
capital. We are addicted to borrowing
from countries all over the world.

This creates a vulnerability for our
Nation because if these folks decide
they are not going to keep lending us
money, what would we have to do to
attract the capital to finance these
massive deficits, this massive debt? We
would have to raise interest rates.
That is what we would have to do, and
perhaps precipitously. Then all these
mortgages that are out here that are
interest-only mortgages, all these
mortgages that are adjustable rate
mortgages, all these car loans, all
these student loans, all these business
loans, all these corporate financings—
all of it—would go up, and go up sharp-
ly.

That is the great risk that is being
run. It is a danger to our country. The
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board
has said this is an unsustainable
course. The Comptroller General of the
United States has told us it is an
unsustainable course. The head of the
Congressional Budget Office has told us
it is an unsustainable course. But we
keep right on keeping on. There is no
change. And sometimes you wonder:
Does anybody care? Does anybody have
the faintest notion of where this all
heads?

Before us is a budget for the next 5
years, put before us by the President of
the United States, and now passed by
the Budget Committee in the Senate.
Those who brought the budget before
us say it is going to reduce the deficit.
They show these red bars on this chart,
and they say those red bars are getting
smaller, the deficit is going down. Boy,
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how I wish that were true. How I wish
that were true. But it is not true.

This is what is really happening.
They have left out things. They have
left out war costs past 2007. They have
understated the war cost in 2007 in ad-
dition to that. But the chairman, to his
great credit, has added far beyond what
the White House suggested in terms of
war costs for 2007. He has made at least
a serious effort to cover the war costs
in 2007. There is no money past 2007.

There is no money past this year to
fix the alternative minimum tax. Over
the next 10 years, it costs a trillion dol-
lars to fix. There is no money here past
2006. You put that back in, and then
you put back into the calculation the
money they are taking from the Social
Security trust fund. Every year, they
take from Social Security to pay other
bills. It all has to be paid back. None of
it is in the deficit calculation, but it
all gets added to the debt.

When you add it all back, what you
find is that when they say the deficit is
going to go up $359 billion for fiscal
year 2007, starting October 1, the debt
is going up $680 billion; and the next
year, the debt will go up $656 billion;
and the next year, $635 billion; and the
next year, $622 billion. And in 2011, it is
going to go up $662 billion. And they
are telling us everything is getting bet-
ter? It is not getting better. It is get-
ting a whole lot worse. That is the
truth.

They have come tonight and asked us
to raise the debt limit of this country
another $781 billion. Over the next 5
years, they want to run up the debt by
another $3.5 trillion. So at the end of
that period, we have $11.8 trillion in
debt. That is before the baby boomers
retire. People may not know the exact
numbers, but the American people have
a lot of common sense. You can kind of
reality test. We can’t pay our bills
now. We are nowhere close to paying
our bills. And we are borrowing money
from countries all over the world. We
are borrowing money from the Carib-
bean banking centers. Anybody listen-
ing to me doing their banking down in
the Caribbean? We owe them almost
$100 billion.

I know we use SO many numbers
when we talk about a budget. A lot of
people tune it out and say: I can’t fol-
low all the numbers. Just follow one
number: The debt of our country has
doubled. The debt of our country has
doubled in this 10-year period. The first
5 years of the Bush administration and
the next b where they are proposing the
budgets, they are going to have dou-
bled the debt of our country before the
baby boomers retire. And almost half
of this debt has been financed by for-
eigners. When we have a bond auction
now, much more than half of it is being
bought by foreigners. We are digging a
hole that is so deep, it will take years
to get out.

We just had this Dubai Ports deal.
Everybody gets upset about the United
Arab Emirates buying the terminals in
six of our major ports. I thought it was
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unwise. But that is the logical conclu-
sion to this fiscal policy and this trade
policy. Because while we are running
up the debt on the budget side by $600
billion a year and running trade defi-
cits of more than $700 billion a year
and we are financing it by borrowing
from abroad, guess what. Foreigners
are up to their gills in dollars. They
are loaded to the gills with dollars.
And what are they going to do with
them? They are going to buy American
assets.

Look at what has already happened
to our ports. The vast majority are
owned by foreign interests now. You
might as well just put up a big for-sale
sign on America and say: Come and get
it, because we have not been able to re-
strain our spending and our appetite
for debt and our unwillingness to tax
ourselves to pay our bills. So what is
the result? The result is runaway debt,
increasingly financed by foreigners,
and at the same time these trade defi-
cits, which have the exact same effect,
putting more and more dollars in the
hands of more and more foreign enti-
ties. They have to do something with
them. They can sit on them. They can
hold them in their banks. They can in-
vest them in U.S. stocks and bonds,
which they are increasingly doing. And
they can also just buy hard assets here.

We wonder about the Dubai Ports
deal. Get ready. There are going to be
a whole lot more deals like that com-
ing because the world is awash in dol-
lars, and we are buying much more
than we are selling to foreigners. At
the same time in our own budget, we
are spending much more than we are
taking in. As a result, we have to bor-
row, borrow, borrow.

The Comptroller General of the
United States is the man who is given
the responsibility to advise the Con-
gress on the fiscal condition of the
country. Here is what he said before
the Senate Budget Committee:

Continuing on this unsustainable fiscal
path will gradually erode, if not suddenly
damage, our economy, our standard of living,
and ultimately our national security.

It is that simple. It is that impor-
tant.

Tonight we are going to make an-
other fateful decision. Unfortunately,
there is no alternative. We are going to
have to pass this increase in the debt
limit because the money has to be paid
back. We have already borrowed it. We
have already spent it. It is gone. Now
the only question is, Are we going to
pay the bill? There is no option. There
is no alternative. If the United States
failed to pay its debt, the value of our
currency would plummet, interest
rates would skyrocket, and our econ-
omy would tank. That is the hard fact.

This should be a wake-up call for
every Member of the Senate, every
Member of Congress, and a wake-up
call for the President of the United
States. The question is, Are we staying
on this course to keep running up the
debt, debt on top of debt, increasingly
financed by foreigners, or are we going
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to change course? I hope with every
fiber in my being that we change
course because if we fail to do so, we
will weaken the country immeas-
urably. We will threaten not only our
economic security but our national se-
curity.

I thank the Chair, yield the floor,
and suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Who yields time?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, how
much time does the Senator require?

Ms. STABENOW. No more than 10
minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield 10
minutes to the Senator from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized for 10
minutes.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
thank my distinguished ranking mem-
ber from North Dakota, who does such
an outstanding job every single day,
speaking about the real values and pri-
orities of the American people. I com-
mend him for his leadership.

I rise today to express grave concern
about this historic increase that is be-
fore us in America’s national debt.
Today, we owe $8,270,260,017,805.93, and
counting, on the national debt. That is
a long string of debt that isn’t going to
go away—over $8.2 trillion. In fact, it
continues to grow. Just last month, we
paid $21 billion in interest alone. Ear-
lier today, I offered an amendment for
$5 billion to make sure that the radios
in this country are connected, inter-
operable, so they can communicate in
case of a terrorist attack or a national
disaster or other emergency. This was
turned down by the body as being too
much.

Yet we spent $21 billion last month in
interest alone on the national debt.
The legislation before us allows this
administration to continue to rack up
another $800 billion on the Nation’s
credit card. That means we are allow-
ing the debt to exceed $8.9 trillion.
That is unbelievable. That is trillion
with a capital “T.”

Tragically, 5 years ago, we were sit-
ting on top of the largest surplus in the
Nation’s history. The year I came into
the Senate as a member of the Budget
Committee, we were debating what to
do with the largest surplus in the Na-
tion’s history, $5.6 trillion. At that
time, the Senator from North Dakota
suggested—and I supported it—a strat-
egy that would divide that surplus into
thirds: one-third for strategic tax cuts
in order to grow the economy; one-
third for investment in our people, edu-
cation, health care, science, research,
law enforcement, those kinds of things;
and one-third to go to paying down the
liability we know is coming with So-
cial Security. We would not be debat-
ing that gap in Social Security funding
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on down the road if we had in fact used
that strategy. But that is not what
happened.

Instead, all of that was put into a
supply-side tax cut geared only to the
wealthiest Americans, and leaving ev-
erybody else to pick up the tab. Defi-
cits have spiraled out of control since
that time.

The budget we are debating only
makes the national debt worse. It in-
creases another $4 trillion in debt over
the next 10 years. That is the budget
resolution that is in front of us. That
doesn’t reflect our values. As Ameri-
cans, we want our children and grand-
children to do better than we did. It is
not about leaving them debt; it is
about creating opportunity and about
leaving them good jobs, and health
care, and air they can breathe, and
water they can drink, and a strong na-
tional security so they are safe.

Unfortunately, because of our soar-
ing national debt, our children and
grandchildren are going to have to pay
our bills. I find that simply outrageous.
In essence, we are going to max out on
the Nation’s credit card and then send
the monthly bill to our children.

As most people know, this is a tough
time for the people of Michigan. Any-
body who has read the newspaper late-
ly knows that companies such as Del-
phi and General Motors and Ford are
struggling. Due to problems such as
unfair trade practices, we are literally
losing our manufacturing base in this
country, coupled with the fact that we
need to fundamentally change the way
we fund health care in order to get
health care costs off the back of busi-
ness so they can be more competitive
in a global economy.

Manufacturing has been the key to
building a solid middle class and cre-
ating a way of life that is extraor-
dinary for Americans. If we lose our
manufacturing industries, such as
automobiles, we are going to lose our
middle class in this country and lose
our way of life.

You might wonder what do unfair
trade practices have to do with the in-
creasing national debt. The answer is:
A lot. That is because many foreign
countries own our national debt. That
means we have to borrow from other
countries to pay our bills. And we are
borrowing more and more from foreign
countries in recent years.

Unfortunately, many of those coun-
tries that own our debt also refuse to
follow the international trade rules.
They cheat. They want to be a part of
the international community, but they
don’t follow the rules. In fact, China
and Japan own approximately half of
all of our foreign debt. At the same
time, they continue to take our pat-
ents and to manipulate their cur-
rencies so their products cost less, in
violation of international law.

This hurts our manufacturing sector
because it makes it easier for them to
sell their products in America and
tougher for American businesses to ex-
port our products to their countries.
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For example, a $20,000 car imported
from Japan has an unfair subsidy of as
much as $7,000 over a U.S. automobile.
At the same time, U.S. exports to
China face a $7,000 tax. This cost ad-
vantage directly subsidized over 1.7
million cars and trucks exported to the
U.S. last year, as well as every compo-
nent imported by Japanese manufac-
turers for use in their U.S. assembly
plants.

China has been pegging its currency
and is responsible for producing a $12
billion market of counterfeit auto
parts, which has cost us the equivalent
of 200,000 jobs in America—many in
Michigan.

We should be getting tough with
China and Japan on these trade viola-
tions that are costing Americans their
jobs and threatening our middle-class
way of life in this country. They are il-
legal. We should insist that they stop.
But our Government is weak-kneed be-
cause we have borrowed so much
money from them. There is a connec-
tion between the budget deficit and our
trade deficit, both of which are out of
control.

When I look at what families in
Michigan are having to go through,
men and women who have worked hard
all their lives and have paid into a pen-
sion, and they may not have it now,
and their cost of health care is going
up, or maybe they won’t have it any-
more and they may be losing their
jobs, and their dreams for sending their
kids to college are going away, the
American dream that says you can buy
a house and have a good home and
dream big dreams, and maybe in Michi-
gan you can buy a cottage up north and
a snowmobile, and you make sure you
can live a good life and care for your
families—those dreams are going away
for too many people. Part of the reason
is because of unfair trade practices. We
don’t have a level playing field. We do
not make sure other countries are fol-
lowing the rules. They are cheating
and they are getting away with it.

When we look at what is happening,
we see that China and Japan own half
of our foreign debt. They are the same
people who are not following the rules
and are costing us jobs. There is a di-
rect connection between what is hap-
pening here in terms of raising this
debt limit and what is happening in my
home State of Michigan in terms of
jobs, and the fight we have right now
to keep our way of life. There is a bet-
ter way than what is before us now.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Michigan, who is
such an exceptionally valuable member
of the Budget Committee. She has been
one of the strongest voices on the ques-
tion of what are the priorities of the
budget. Also she is a very strong voice
for fiscal responsibility, recognizing
that if we want to spend money, we
have to pay for it. The Senator from
Michigan has been a great leader on
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the Senate Budget Committee. I thank
her so much for her contribution dur-
ing the year, and again on the debate
on the budget resolution this year.

While we are waiting for the chair-
man of the Finance Committee, who is
being called off the floor momentarily,
I want to remind colleagues of the cir-
cumstance we face tomorrow. If there
are staffs listening or Members listen-
ing, we are still getting requests as
though we had a lot of time left. We
simply do not.

Tomorrow we are going to start at 9.
We are going to be handling amend-
ments that are in the queue until 10:30.
At 10:30, we will start voting on amend-
ments and we will vote on the debt
matter and amendments to the debt
resolution. When those have been dis-
pensed with, we will then go back to
the consideration of amendments until
1:30.

At 1:30, all time has been deemed to
have been used up in the budget resolu-
tion debate. We will start a series of
votes every 10 minutes. Right now,
with the number of amendments pend-
ing, we now have 65 votes pending on
this side alone. We know we can do 3
amendments an hour. If everybody
sticks to their amendments, that is 22
hours of straight voting. That is just
the amendments on our side. The other
side has another 15 amendments. That
is 80, so that is 27 hours of voting.

That is the situation we face. It is in
the hands of the Members. Are people
going to show restraint or are people
going to insist on every amendment to
be offered and voted on? I hope very
much that we can convince colleagues
to take very short time agreements to-
morrow. I will not agree to any time
agreement over 10 minutes tomorrow,
period. Let me make that very clear. I
hope we can get time agreements as
short as 5 minutes before we get into
vote-arama. When we get into vote-
arama, understand that there will be 1
minute on a side.

So, again, I hope colleagues under-
stand the circumstance we face. We
have lost a tremendous amount of time
to extraneous events—a joint session,
meetings at the White House, and the
debt limit debate put in the middle of
this discussion. So that is the reality
we face.

Last year, Lula Davis has just in-
formed me, we started voting at 1:17 in
the afternoon, and we voted until
roughly 10 o’clock at night. Some of
those votes were held every 5 minutes,
and we handled over 20 amendments
during that period. I think one can see
if we have to try to do 80 amendments,
we are going to be here a very long
time.

With that, I thank the Chair and
yield the floor.

Is the Senator from Oklahoma seek-
ing recognition?

Mr. COBURN. I am.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEMINT). The Senator from Oklahoma
is recognized.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I don’t
want to be offensive in any way. I lis-
tened to two talks about where we are,



S2188

and I agree with where we are finan-
cially. But there are some facts that
are left out of the story. There is no
question that spending has increased.
There is no question the debt is going
up. But who is responsible for it? We
can talk about it. First, we had a reces-
sion, and then 9/11 came, and there
were rosy projections we all knew for
certain weren’t right. But to turn
around and blame our debt on the
President of the United States is not
only in error, it is not factually cor-
rect, and it also tends to shun the re-
sponsibility we have as a body.

The President cannot sign any bill
we don’t pass. This President became
President in early 2001, at which time
the Republicans weren’t in control of
the Senate. There was a divided—in
2002, that is, and there was a divided
control. But during all that period of
time, the bills that went to the Presi-
dent were voted on by Congress; both
the House and the Senate passed bills.
I also note that those people who have
been so earnestly talking about our
debt limit, which I plan on attacking
aggressively—there is some credibility
there with the talk.

This last year they voted for over
$700 billion in new spending. So if, in
fact, you want to control the spending
and you don’t want the debt limit to go
up, you can’t continue to vote for un-
limited spending increases.

There is no question that we have in-
creased revenues that are not what
they probably could be if we ran the
Government much more efficiently,
but the very fact that we would have
people who claim they are appalled at
the debt limit and then every time we
cast a vote for an increase of spending
that is not paid for or not offset in an-
other way adds directly to that debt
limit.

The responsibility lies in the Con-
gress for the spending. It is not the ex-
ecutive branch. As a matter of fact, we
have sent multiple bills, and if you
look at the votes on the multiple bills
that have come through this body,
they are not just a majority vote, they
are a supermajority and many times
unanimous. So to claim and lay that
on the executive branch when, in fact,
it is our responsibility belies the truth.

The facts that the Senator from
North Dakota outlined are very accu-
rate in terms of where we are. Here is
one of the most important facts. The
increase in debt per Americans since
2001 is over $8,000. The increase in the
annual earnings per American workers
since 2001 is less than $4,000. We are
about to become the first generation of
Americans to leave the next generation
worse off. But as long as we are finger
pointing and saying it is somebody
else’s problem, we are not going to
solve the problem.

We had an opportunity this past year
in which we slowed down the growth of
Medicaid by $4.8 billion a year and over
a b-year period. That total cumulative
cost is $38.8 billion. That is the savings
for 5 years. But the earmarks alone
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that this body passed last year were $64
billion.

I am highly concerned about the debt
limit, and it is doubtful that I will be
voting to extend the debt limit, but I
certainly am not going to stand here
and let people claim that it is the exec-
utive branch’s responsibility. It is not.
It is ours, and we failed. We have failed
our grandchildren, we have failed our
children, we have failed the people who
are paying taxes today in this country.
We would rather get reelected by
doling out earmarks and pork than
solve the real long-term problems of
our country, and we can see that very
easily when we look at earmarks re-
lated to the size of the Federal Govern-
ment.

There is a cause-and-effect relation-
ship. As a matter of fact, tomorrow
morning we are having a hearing on
earmarks in the Federal Financial
Management Subcommittee, the over-
sight Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity. What you see is that in 1994, there
were 4,000 earmarks and about $4 bil-
lion. Last year, there were 15,877 ear-
marks, and the total spending by the
Federal Government was over $2.6 tril-
lion. There is a correlation. It is that
we don’t want to do the hard work of
making the hard decisions.

So when we have $64 billion in ear-
marks in 1 year and we can’t get the
hard savings of $4.8 billion in just slow-
ing the growth of Medicaid from 8 per-
cent to 7.9 percent, and we barely pass
that, what we have is a refusal to do
our duty.

The points the Senator from North
Dakota made in terms of his financial
analysis were all accurate. You can’t
dispute it. He points out very accu-
rately the double standard on account-
ing gimmicks that the Congress is
using.

It is my hope that tomorrow we will
be able to discuss this more. I know the
chairman of the Finance Committee
would like to have the floor, and at
this time I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the
issue of the increase in the debt limit
has come before the Senate as an
agreement between the two leaders,
and as the committee of jurisdiction,
as chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, I speak in support of House
Joint Resolution 47, a bill that in-
creases the Federal debt limit. I sup-
port this increase because it is nec-
essary to preserve the full faith and
credit of the Government. Without an
increase in the debt limit, our Govern-
ment will face a choice that we should
not make and we would not want to
make: a choice between breaking the
law by exceeding the statutory debt
limit or breaking faith with the public
by defaulting on our debt. I hope every-
one would agree that neither choice is
acceptable.

To understand why we are here today
seeking to increase the debt limit, it is
necessary to explain a few points about
the Federal debt.
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Under current law, there is a statu-
tory limit on the amount of debt that
can be issued by the Federal Govern-
ment. This limit, which now stands at
$8.184 trillion, applies to virtually all
the debt issued by the Government.
There is only one debt limit, but there
are, in fact, two types of debt within
that figure: debt held by the public—
meaning you and I as private citizens
buying Government bonds, owning
Treasury bills—and then, of course, on
the other hand, the debt held by var-
ious Government trust funds. An exam-
ple would be the surplus that is in-
vested in the Social Security surplus
payroll that is not being paid out for
benefits, being invested in Government
debt with that debt owed to the trust
fund with the interest accumulating to
the trust fund.

The amount of Federal debt held by
the public is determined by the Gov-
ernment’s annual cash flow. When
total spending exceeds total taxes, the
Government has a budget deficit. To fi-
nance this deficit, the Government bor-
rows from the public by selling debt,
such as Treasury bills, Treasury notes,
and Treasury bonds. We will hear a lot
of criticism that President Bush’s tax
cuts are responsible for our rising pub-
lic debt, but the facts show otherwise.

When President Bush took office in
2001, the Federal debt limit was $5.95
trillion, almost $6 trillion. The debt
limit was increased to $6.4 trillion in
2002, $7.3 trillion in 2003, and now the
present $8.1 trillion in 2005.

Assuming we increase the debt limit
today, it will be $8.965 trillion. Thus,
the Federal debt limit will have in-
creased by $3.015 trillion since Presi-
dent Bush took office in 2001.

However, the tax cuts that have been
enacted since 2001 total roughly $900
billion through the end of the most re-
cent fiscal year. That includes interest
costs as well. Thus, the President’s tax
cuts account for about 30 percent of the
increase in the Federal debt. The rest
of this increase in the public debt is
due to the recession, the war in Iraq,
and the increased spending on home-
land security, also related to the war
on terror.

In addition to the debt held by the
public, the Federal debt limit also ap-
plies, as I said before, to the debt held
by various Government trust funds,
such as Social Security and Medicare.
Whenever a trust fund program collects
more than it spends, the surplus is in-
vested in special issue Treasury securi-
ties. These special securities count to-
ward the debt limit. However, it is im-
portant to understand that the amount
of debt held by the trust funds does not
reflect the Government’s unfunded ob-
ligations.

For example, the Treasury Depart-
ment reports that the total amount of
Federal debt held by all the trust fund
programs is about $3.5 trillion. How-
ever, the Social Security and Medicare
trustees report that the unfunded obli-
gation of Social Security and Medicare
is more than $81 trillion.
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Given these facts, it should be obvi-
ous to everyone that the Federal debt
provides a misleading and inaccurate
picture of the Government’s future li-
abilities. Efforts to use the statutory
debt limit to control Government debt
and deficits cannot succeed because it
ignores the long-term budget problems.

Indeed, even former Federal Reserve
Chairman Greenspan has suggested the
debt limit has outlived its usefulness
and should be replaced with a more ac-
curate and useful alternative. I would
welcome the opportunity to work with
my colleagues to develop such an alter-
native. It may never happen, but it
ought to happen. This is not quite a
very intellectual way to decide what
the Government is doing in a fiscal
way because, quite obviously, every
day Congress is appropriating money
and every day we are spending money
and every day if that exceeds the taxes
that are coming in and we get to the
debt limit, the debt is going to increase
or is going to shut down the Govern-
ment.

As a Republican, that was part of our
strategy during the Clinton adminis-
tration. But let me tell you, it didn’t
work. It didn’t work because it wasn’t
good policy, and it ended up not being
very good politics. I hope we do not
have an extended debate and a lot of
breast beating about the issue of in-
creasing the national debt because,
quite frankly, if we spend and we spend
up to that limit, we are not going to
shut down the Government, if we
learned the lesson, as I hope I learned
the lesson, and we move on. It ought to
be very pro forma.

There will be a lot of debate about it,
a lot of political points trying to be
made, but the point is we have to keep
the business of Government going. I
would relish the opportunities to have
those days when we paid down $550 bil-
lion on the national debt during the
fiscal years of, I think, 1997, 1998, 1999,
and 2000, I believe it was. It was about
$6568 billion I believe that we paid down
on the national debt. I am glad we did.
But now we have the war on terror, we
had 3,000 Americans killed in New York
City because of terrorist attacks, and
we are fighting a war to make sure ter-
rorism doesn’t happen again, at least
on the soil in the United States of
America.

The No. 1 obligation of our Govern-
ment under the Constitution is for the
national defense. Protecting our people
from further terrorist attacks is very
basic to it. We voted, in a bipartisan
way, to send men and women to the
battlefield in Afghanistan and Iraaq,
and if we do that, we have an obliga-
tion to appropriate the money to give
them the tools to do the job when they
put their life on the line for our free-
dom and our liberty and to make sure
that 3,000 Americans don’t get killed
again. These all create situations
wherein we have annual debt or annual
deficits, and you increase the national
debt on a cumulative basis when you
do that. So there will probably be al-
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most 50 votes, maybe, against this res-
olution when we vote on it tomorrow. I
would ask the people who vote against
it, do you want to shut down Govern-
ment? Or if you don’t want to shut
down Government, you don’t want to
increase the national debt, why did you
vote for the money we spent that
brings us to the point of a necessity of
increasing the national debt? We
should pass this resolution for the
sound operation of our Government.
Shutting down Government, we found
out, ended up costing the taxpayers
more than if Government had operated.

There are a lot of conservatives lis-
tening who see a conservative like
CHUCK GRASSLEY saying that, and they
say: GRASSLEY, what planet did you
come from? If we shut down Govern-
ment, you ought to save money. But we
didn’t end up saving money. So you
learn from history, or you are destined
to repeat it. That is why this ought to
pass unanimously. It won’t, but it
ought to.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield
15 minutes to the Senator from New
Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Montana and
commend him for his hard work on
matters financial in the Senate and in
our country. Fiscal responsibility is
the watchword for the Senator from
Montana, and I am grateful for his
leadership. At the same time, I say to
the distinguished Senator from Iowa,
the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, he is someone who also works
very hard to make us a responsible na-
tion, and I respect him. Although we
differ on things, the fact is that I listen
carefully to what the Senator from
Iowa has to say. He has a position of
great responsibility, the chairman of
one of the most important committees
in the Senate, and carries that respon-
sibility honorably; again, if I may say,
at times wrongfully, but it is in the
eyes of the beholder. But I know the
Senator from Iowa understands that if
there is any criticism of his views, it is
not personal and has nothing to do
with his credibility or his honor.

I listened very carefully to what the
Senator from Iowa talked about. He
talked about shutting down Govern-
ment and he talked about providing se-
curity for our people, protecting them,
making sure their lives continue in
safety. But I don’t get it. I have to tell
you this: I don’t get it. Because when
issues came up such as when we needed
more money for port security, we said
no. When it came up that we needed
more money for the Department of
Homeland Security, we said: Well, we
will give you some but not all you
need. When it came to providing some
developmental funds for technology
that would help us examine containers
coming into our ports, we were unwill-
ing to do it.

So now what we hear is the lament
that says: How can we shut down our
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Government? Well, we can avoid shut-
ting it down by not extending tax cuts
to the wealthiest among us, people who
make millions and don’t need any help.
I meet these people, and they say: Yes,
we don’t need it, but what the heck, if
it is there, we are going to take it.

But when you think about the out-
come of this profligate spending we are
seeing here and our deficit going
through the roof—I heard one of our
good friends from the other side talk
about reducing our annual deficits.
Well, they could be reduced a trifling
amount, but if you look at the debt,
that debt increases, that clock is tick-
ing.

We have here an example of a credit
card, and our credit card is running
kind of over the limit. Right now, we
are carrying an $8.2 trillion credit debt.
That means if you borrow on credit,
you have to pay it off. President Bush
and his colleagues, the Republican Con-
gress, are encouraging burdening our
children and our grandchildren under a
mountain of debt.

A lot of what we do around here is
hidden in complicated budget rhetoric,
but to put matters simply, this debt
extension bill will increase President
Bush’s credit limit, the one he has es-
tablished, by $781 billion. It will en-
courage this Republican Congress—
they are the majority—to charge an-
other $781 billion on our Nation’s credit
card.

Most Americans with credit cards
know that you have to play by the
credit card company’s rules. People un-
derstand when they run up big bills
they will be responsible to eventually
pay up. Few people run up a giant cred-
it card bill and then leave it for their
children to pay. But that is what the
Bush administration is doing, running
up credit, and their kids will have to
pay the bill.

Since President Bush took office, he
has already increased the total Federal
debt by 46 percent. He has added $2.5
trillion to the debt future generations
will have to pay. So I say enough is
enough. The President and the major-
ity in the Congress have been far too
reckless for far too long with our Na-
tion’s credit card. We see who the man-
agers are of the legislation we consid-
ering here: the Republican majority.
And they want to extend his credit
limit. I say no way.

In my view, it is time to limit the
credit. It is what most parents would
do. What would you do as a parent if
you had a kid, a child who was running
up bills on your credit card, just run-
ning them up, higher and higher and
higher, and you know you can’t pay
them off? So what would you do? Pat
him on the head and say: Go spend
more? No, you wouldn’t do that at all.
What you would do is cut up his credit
card. And this is what we are going to
do: cut up his credit card right here
and now.

America can do better, leave a better
legacy for our grandchildren and their
children. Our consciences scream out
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just as a family would at home: We are
buried in debt; why do you want to add
more to it? The response would be:
Mom and dad, why do you do this to
us? We have college debt from our
years at the university. We have less
reliability, less reliance on pension
funds. They are not guaranteed any-
more. We have less expectation that we
can hold our jobs based on foreign com-
petition, jobs that used to be done here
in Washington, DC, and in my home
State of New Jersey and States across
this country, jobs that were held, and
they were good-paying jobs. Now they
come with an accent from India. There
is nothing wrong with the accent, but
there is something wrong with the
place. Why should we be transferring
decent jobs Americans can do and do
well to India? Why? Because we pay
maybe a tenth of what it costs us here.
If someone makes $5600 a week here, and
in India they make 50 bucks, they will
be feeling pretty good. So the result is
that we are lowering living standards
for Americans across this country, and
these jobs will not be replaced.

I know something about balancing
budgets. I ran a big company, a very
large company; it now has 40,000 em-
ployees. We started with nothing. We
worked hard. But we always balanced
our budget. We had 42 years in a row
with growth on the profit at 10 percent
every year over the previous year, the
longest record of any company in
American history. That is the company
I ran; it is called ADP, Automatic Data
Processing. I was the founder.

Here in the Senate, I was the senior
Democrat on the Budget Committee.
We produced during those years the
first balanced budget in 30 years. We
did such a good job that when Presi-
dent Bush, President George W. Bush,
took the oath of office, he was pre-
sented with the rosiest financial pic-
ture of any President ever in the his-
tory of our country. We had budget sur-
pluses as far as the eye could see. In
2000, we had a budget surplus—sur-
plus—and that is in the year 2000, 5
years ago, going on 6 years ago, we had
a budget surplus of $236 billion. In 2001,
when President Bush came into office,
he had a surplus of $128 billion. We
were ready to pay off our national debt
by the end of his term. We were in the
middle of the longest economic expan-
sion in the history of our country. But
the Republicans plunged blindly and
recklessly into massive tax breaks, not
for the middle class or poor, lower level
income among us, but the wealthy, the
special interests—tax breaks that will
cost $3.4 trillion if they are extended
over the next decade. A third of that
amount, more than $1 trillion, will go
to the wealthiest of the wealthy, the
top 1 percent.

This is what the Bush tax cuts will
mean. If you make $1 million a year,
you get an average tax cut of $136,000.
That helps everybody out every year, 1
guess, if you need that. But if you
make less than $20,000 a year, you get
19 bucks—$19 if you make $20,000 a
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year. Is that helping the people who
are struggling with two jobs often, try-
ing to balance their family obligations
with their need to earn an income, hav-
ing a babysitter intercede while dad
comes home from work and mom
doesn’t yet go to hers? That is what is
happening to a lot of people making
$20,000 a year with two children in this
society of ours—a $19 tax break. Don’t
spend it all in one place.

And to what end? The only thing
President Bush and the Republican ma-
jority have accomplished is a doubling
of our Nation’s debt. If we continue on
this path, our national debt will be $12
trillion by 2011.

Tomorrow we are going to vote on
whether President Bush should be able
to charge up another $781 billion on our
credit card, the citizens’ credit card,
the national credit card. That is $781
billion more of debt. I hear from people
I talk to who work for a living with
kids in college, they are worried about
their personal debt they have to have
to get along, so we want to make their
job twice as tough by adding more of
the national debt on their shoulders.
Would a bank keep extending the line
of credit for a customer who didn’t
have a plan to pay his bills? Of course
not. That is why I say to my colleagues
that we should say to the American
people: We really do stand for fiscal re-
sponsibility, and we really do want to
reduce our deficit, and we really do
want to cut back on that debt so we
can look our children and grand-
children squarely in the face and say:
We didn’t add to your woes, we added
to your opportunities.

So I urge my colleagues to tell the
people the truth out there. Don’t cover
it up with arcane language. Let us put
a stop to this reckless credit binge.
Let’s make President Bush’s credit
card useless and put our country back
on the road to fiscal responsibility.

I yield the floor.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, about 16
months ago, we debated an $800 billion
increase in the debt limit. At the time,
this was the Bush administration’s
third request to increase the debt limit
for a grand total of $2.2 trillion. During
this debate, I discussed how in less
than four-years, a 20-year $5.6 trillion
budget surplus was turned into a $2.4
trillion deficit. I thought at the time
the fiscal outlook could not get much
worse and the budget situation would
have to improve.

Unfortunately, I was wrong. Since
the last debate on increasing the debt
ceiling, the administration has not
submitted budgets that would put us
on a path towards deficit reduction. As
part of last year’s budget resolution,
Congress passed legislation that would
reduce spending by almost $40 billion.
Many of these cuts will impact those
that have the least. Now Congress is in
the process of wrapping up a $70 billion
tax bill. When you combine the spend-
ing and the tax bill, the numbers do
not add up to put us on a path towards
deficit reduction. The combined total
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increases the deficit and increases the
debt.

The Bush administration’s budget for
fiscal year 2007 includes more of the
same and the fiscal situation even gets
worse. The administration estimates
that the deficit for 2006 will be $423 bil-
lion, the largest in history. The pro-
jected surplus of $5.6 trillion that this
administration inherited will now turn
into a $3.3 trillion deficit, a reversal of
$8.9 trillion.

The repeated pattern of deficits and
irresponsible budgets necessitate an-
other increase in the debt limit. Today
we have before us an increase of $781
billion, which will bring the total to $3
trillion under this administration’s
watch. If the President’s budget is
adopted, the debt is expected to reach
$8.6 trillion at the end of this year.
Under this budget, with alternative
minimum tax reform and ongoing war
costs added in, the debt will explode to
$12 trillion by 2011.

We cannot continue on this
unsustainable path. Yesterday, Senator
CONRAD offered an amendment to the
budget resolution to restore the origi-
nal pay-as-you-go-rule that led us on a
path to a balanced budget, projected
surpluses, and expectations of paying
down the debt. These pay-go rules sim-
ply require new mandatory spending
and new tax cuts to be offset. The cur-
rent pay-go rule has a glaring loophole.
Tax and spending increases that are
provided in the budget resolution are
exempted. This rule does not promote
fiscal responsibility. A prime example
of this is the tax and spending rec-
onciliation instructions included in
last year’s budget resolution. These
bills will increase the deficit by $30 bil-
lion.

Repeatedly, efforts to restore pay-go
have been defeated and these efforts
were defeated once again yesterday. In
the context of today’s debate, I do not
know how anyone could oppose an
amendment to restore these rules.
Without strong pay-go rules, we will be
back here in a year debating another
increase in the debt limit.

We have a fundamental obligation to
restore fiscal responsibility rather
than merely voting to raise the debt
limit as if there was an endless credit
card at the expense of the American
people. Americans struggle every day
to balance their own budgets. Across
this country, I have heard how families
struggle to keep up with the rising
costs of health care, tuition, and gaso-
line. Median household income has de-
clined by $1,669 or 3.6 percent after in-
flation. Americans are sitting around
their kitchen tables trying to figure
out how to pay their bills. They do not
have a magic credit card with no limit.
Congress should play by the same
rules.

We need to be responsible and think
about future generations. We made
tough choices during the 1990s in order
to dig ourselves out of a hole, and now
we are back in an even deeper hole. We
need to face the consequences. The in-
terest payments on the debt alone are
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staggering and depriving of us choices
that we need to make for the long term
investment of our country. This debt
will affect our children and grand-
children. Each individual’s share of the
public debt is over $16,000 and a family
of four’s share is a staggering $64,533.

The interest on the debt for this year
alone is over $220 billion and according
to the administration’s budget it will
grow to $322 billion in 2011. Just think
of how this money could be put to bet-
ter use. It could be used to help unin-
sured Americans with the rising cost of
health care. We cannot afford expen-
sive interest payments and ever-in-
creasing debt with the retirement of
the baby boomers on the horizon.

Not only is the amount of debt a
problem, I am also concerned about the
amount of debt that is foreign held, al-
most $2.2 trillion. Japan holds the
most, $685 billion. China holds $258 bil-
lion. Even the Caribbean banking cen-
ters hold $111 billion. Over 51 percent of
the public debt is held by foreign inves-
tors.

Sixty percent of the foreign debt is
held by official foreign investors. It is
dangerous for our Government and our
standard of living to be dependent on
foreign capital. If foreign investors de-
cided to stop financing our borrowing
habits, it could have a spiraling impact
on our economy. If those investors
began to withdraw their capital, our fi-
nancial markets would plummet and
interest rates would climb. This would
filter down to American families.
Homes, education, and cars would be-
come more expensive.

Debt is more than a financial liabil-
ity it—weakens our security, our diplo-
macy, and our trade policy. The neg-
ligence of our borrow and spend poli-
cies leaves us vulnerable to the prior-
ities of foreign creditors. How do you
go to a country that holds so much of
your debt while your economy is close-
ly linked to theirs and make an argu-
ment about nuclear proliferation,
human rights, democratization, or
other issues that are of importance and
great consequence to our country?

We need to make economic oppor-
tunity and fiscal responsibility a com-
mon goal. We need to live by rules that
give the debt limit meaning. I will not
support a borrow and spend economic
policy that has no limits. There are
better alternatives.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I am
deeply troubled by the pending legisla-
tion, which would raise the Federal
debt limit by $781 billion. The fact that
we are considering this legislation il-
lustrates how deeply the policies of
this administration have plunged us
into deficits and debt. This President
has supported, and continues to sup-
port, tax cuts for the wealthiest Ameri-
cans, which are not paid for and which
will continue to run up deficits and
debt as far as the eye can see. I am
very concerned that if the President
continues to pursue this reckless fiscal
policy, our Nation’s long-term eco-
nomic strength will be seriously com-
promised.
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Despite the fact that the President
signed into law legislation increasing
the debt limit less than a year and a
half ago, the Treasury Department has
now informed us that it will need to
borrow even more to keep the Govern-
ment functioning. The legislation we
are considering today would allow Fed-
eral debt to grow to $8.965 trillion,
truly a staggering sum.

When President Bush took office, he
promised that his fiscal policies would
include ‘“‘maximum possible debt re-
tirement.”” At that time, the Congres-
sional Budget Office was projecting
that our net debt to the public would
decline to $36 billion by 2008, when this
President leaves office. Now, instead of
achieving ‘“maximum possible debt re-
tirement,” the President is asking for
historically high debt increases. In
fact, the CBO is now projecting that
publicly held debt will rise to nearly
$5.5 trillion in 2008—almost 40 percent
of our GDP. Gross Federal debt, which
includes our commitments to Social
Security and Medicare, will be $9.6 tril-
lion by the time this President leaves
office.

You do not need a very long memory
to recall that a few short years ago,
under President Clinton, we made some
very hard choices on taxes and spend-
ing—restraining spending and raising
some taxes, primarily on upper-income
people—and we were able to turn
around the Nation’s fiscal status and
begin to pay down our debt.

When President Bush took office in
2001, the statutory debt limit stood at
$5.95 trillion and had not been raised
since 1997. The administration is now
asking for the fourth increase in the
debt limit since this President took of-
fice. The limit was raised by $450 bil-
lion in 2002, by $984 billion in 2003, and
by $800 billion in 2004. Now the Presi-
dent is asking for an increase of $781
billion—for a total increase of more
than $3 trillion since 2001.

These figures demonstrate how seri-
ously our economic situation has dete-
riorated under this administration. Let
me just emphasize that point with one
further example. When the President
took office, he inherited a 10-year sur-
plus estimated at $5.6 trillion. Now,
when you factor in some of the costs
we know are coming, such as the con-
tinuing costs of the war in Iraq and the
cost of reforming the alternative min-
imum tax, plus the cost of some of the
President’s proposals, such as making
his tax cuts permanent and continuing
his defense buildup, the projections are
for a $3.5 trillion deficit over the next
10 years, a reversal of $9.1 trillion. That
is a seismic shift in our position.

Much of this shift is a direct result of
the reckless fiscal policies pursued by
the President during his first term and
his singular focus on providing tax cuts
for the wealthiest Americans, even at a
time of war. And the President is seek-
ing to increase our debt burden by per-
manently extending many of these tax
cuts, utterly ignoring the fact that
these massive tax cuts for the rich
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have led to budget deficits so large
that they could jeopardize our future
economic strength.

In part, my concern for our economic
future stems from a change in inter-
national economic position of the
United States. Two decades ago, the
United States was a creditor nation
internationally, by about 10 percent of
our GDP. Now, because of the deterio-
ration of our position over those inter-
vening two decades, we are a debtor na-
tion, to the tune of almost 25 percent
of our GDP. At the end of fiscal year
2001, 31 percent of the outstanding Fed-
eral Government debt was held by for-
eign lenders. Over the succeeding 4
years, borrowing from abroad ac-
counted for more than 80 percent of the
increase in our Government debt.

The international financial position
of the United States reminds me of
Tennessee Williams’s Blanche DuBois
in ‘““A Streetcar Named Desire,”” who
said: ‘I have always depended on the
kindness of strangers.”” That is what
has happened to the United States in
the international economic scene. We
have deteriorated into a debtor status
so that we are now dependent upon the
kindness of strangers. That is not
where the world’s leading power should
find itself.

This dramatic change in our eco-
nomic situation comes at a time when
the United States is facing a demo-
graphic tidal wave as the baby boom
generation approaches retirement.
When President Bush first took office,
that retirement was almost a decade
away. But time has run out. The first
of the baby boomers will begin to retire
in 2008, on this President’s watch. Un-
fortunately, rather than prepare for
the obligations we know are coming,
this President has squandered every
opportunity to save for the future.

Moreover, his policy of deficit-fi-
nanced tax cuts makes us less able to
make needed investments today. Every
increase in the Government’s debt
means we are siphoning off resources
that could be used for other purposes
simply to pay the interest on that
debt. Net interest payments on our
debt are expected to consume more
than $1 trillion over the next 5 years.
Instead of making investments in edu-
cation, in health care, in transpor-
tation, we are paying billions of dollars
in interest costs that would not have
existed in the absence of the reckless
fiscal policy of this administration.

Not only do these policies jeopardize
our current and future economic
strength, they place a tremendous bur-
den on our children and grandchildren
who will have to pay off this debt. By
cutting taxes for the wealthiest, the
President is really raising taxes on ev-
eryone, including our children and
grandchildren, by leaving them with
the responsibility for paying off this
enormous debt.

It is unfortunate that this adminis-
tration has demonstrated such a sin-
gle-minded focus on cutting taxes, re-
gardless of the very serious change in
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our economic situation and our coun-
try’s current and future needs. The fact
that the President is calling for perma-
nent tax cuts at the same time the
Congress is being asked to add almost
$800 billion to the Federal debt ceiling
is beyond reckless—it places in jeop-
ardy our future economic strength and
the economic security of all Ameri-
cans.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield
myself as much time as I consume.

Thomas Jefferson once wrote:

It is incumbent on every generation to pay
its own debt as it goes.

That is what today’s debate is about.
Will this generation pay its own debt
as it goes or will this generation
choose to shift the burden of paying for
our consumption to our children and
our grandchildren? Will this generation
take responsibility for its own appe-
tites or will this generation rob from
the mouths of our children and our
grandchildren?

This question defines the very line
between responsibility and irrespon-
sibility.

Today we debate legislation to me-
morialize the shifting of that burden to
our children. Today we debate raising
the Government’s borrowing by $781
billion. That is more than three-quar-
ters of a trillion dollars for 1 year. This
follows on the heels of an increase of
$800 billion in November of 2004, less
than 1% years ago. That followed an in-
crease of $984 billion in May of 2003,
less than 1% years before that. That
followed an increase of $450 billion in
June of 2002, less than a year before
that.

This is the fourth time we have had
to raise the debt ceiling in the 5 years
of this administration. In contrast,
prior to that the Government did not
need to raise the debt ceiling for about
5 years. Moreover, as this chart shows,
the cumulative increase during the 5
years of this administration has been a
mammoth $3 trillion. That is the defi-
nition of irresponsibility.

Look at this chart. In 2002 the debt
limit increase is $450 billion; 2003, $984
billion; 2004, $800 billion; 2006, $781 bil-
lion. That totals over $3 trillion; that
is a $3 trillion increase in just over the
last b years.

Look back at our history. What
about American history prior to 5
years ago? The debt of the United
States did not hit $3 trillion until 1990,
a full 200 years after this country was
founded. Now we have accumulated $3
trillion in new debt in just 5 years.
That is the definition of irrespon-
sibility.

This debt increase will be the fourth
largest debt increase in the history of
our country. This chart shows the size
of debt increases. As you can see from
this chart, the record for a debt ceiling
increase was $984 billion. That was in
2003. We can see it on the chart. The
second highest record was $915 billion.
That occurred in November of 1990.
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That is this big spike. The third largest
increase was in 2004 when we raised the
debt ceiling by $800 billion. That is not
far from today’s request, which is to
increase it by $781 billion.

During the time this administration
has been in office—let’s look at it from
a little different perspective—the debt
has gone up by about $10,000 for every
man, woman, and child in America.
Consider that. During the time this ad-
ministration has been in office, the na-
tional debt has gone up by $10,000 for
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica. For a family of four, that is an in-
crease of $40,000 over the last 4 years.
That is more than most Americans pay
for a car.

It is bad enough we have accumu-
lated so much new debt during the 5
years of this administration, but there
is a big difference between the debt in-
crease during this period and the debt
before. Before, most of the debt pur-
chased from the U.S. Treasury was pur-
chased by U.S. citizens and institu-
tions.

Let me repeat that. Up to 4 years
ago, most debt was purchased by Amer-
icans and American institutions. At
least the interest we paid on that debt,
therefore, was paid to Americans. The
wealth stayed in our country. That was
up until about 4 years ago.

It has changed. That is no longer the
case. During the 1-year period—get
this. You will be stunned by this next
fact. During the 1-year period between
December 2004 and December 2005, for-
eigners purchased 96 percent of the new
debt held by the public. Almost all of
the debt purchased in that 1l-year pe-
riod, December 2004 to December 2005,
was purchased by foreigners, almost all
of it; 96 percent of it in 1 year, the last
year.

Foreign citizens, foreign banks, for-
eign central banks, and other foreign
institutions bought this debt. Not
Americans, foreigners. The amount of
public debt held by foreigners has dou-
bled during the time that this adminis-
tration has been in office; that is, just
last year almost all of it. But when you
add it with the prior years, now it has
doubled since this administration has
been in office. The interest on that
debt is being siphoned out of our coun-
try. The foreigners buy the debt and
the interest on that debt. Where does it
g0? The interest goes to those who own
the debt—not Americans, people over-
seas.

What is the consequence of that?
That makes us less wealthy and it
means the standard of living of our
children and grandchildren will be
lower than it ought to be. That is the
definition of irresponsibility.

The problem is not confined to our
future standard of living. The problem
is also today. Some of the foreign hold-
ings of debt are in the hands of foreign
central banks. Japan holds two-thirds
of a trillion dollars of U.S. debt. China
holds over a quarter of a trillion dol-
lars of U.S. debt. Undoubtedly, the gov-
ernments of these two countries hold a
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substantial portion of that debt. These
large holdings of Treasury debts by for-
eign central banks are a risk to our
homeland security and our economic
security.

Does anybody ask why is that? Sup-
pose the President of the United States
thinks another country is jeopardizing
American security. Suppose—it could
happen—the President would like to
tell that country that America would
take action against it if it did not
eliminate the threat to America. But if
that country’s central bank held a
large amount of our Treasury debt,
that country could threaten to sell it
quickly. That sale would drive up U.S.
interest rates and cause the dollar to
fall. That could cause a recession in
America. I am not saying a foreign cen-
tral bank would do that off the top, but
it would hint it might. It doesn’t have
to sell it all off, just a little bit. But
that clearly shifts the power over to
that central bank from the United
States. As a result, the President
might have to back down because of
threats or insinuations, and so Amer-
ica would therefore be at a greater
risk.

In the same vein, suppose the United
States is involved in a trade dispute
with a foreign country. It happens. If
that foreign country’s central bank
held a lot of our debt, that country
could threaten to sell that debt and
force America to back down from its
position on a trade dispute. America
could be weaker in trade as a result.
You could, obviously, apply that to al-
most any situation—mnot just trade or
security but a whole host of areas
where the United States has an inter-
est with certain countries overseas.

At a recent Council on Foreign Rela-
tions event, Stephen Roach of Morgan
Stanley put the risk in concrete terms.
He said:

For a country that is more dependent on
foreign capital than any country has ever
been in the history of the world—for us to
try to dictate the terms on which that cap-
ital is provided telling Dubai, for example,
you know, ‘“You can’t buy our port facilities
but keep on buying our Treasurys;”’ and you
keep telling China basically the same thing,
I really worry about the potentially dan-
gerous path our elected leaders are taking us
down.

The bottom line is simple. These
massive increases in debt harm Amer-
ica. They are the very definition of ir-
responsibility.

How did we get to this point? The
Federal budget deficits drive up our
debt, and these deficits have been huge
during this administration. When this
administration took office we were
running large budget surpluses. Do you
remember those days, not too many
years ago? A $56.6 trillion surplus over
the next 10 years was the projection
back before the year 2000.

In fiscal year 2000, the last year of
the previous administration, we ran a
surplus of $236 billion just for that 1
year. We ran a surplus of $86 billion
even without counting Social Security.
By fiscal year 2001, the surplus, count-
ing Social Security, had dropped to
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$128 billion, down from $236 billion in
the prior year.

Then the tide of red ink began to
flow. In fiscal year 2002 the Govern-
ment ran a deficit of $1568 billion. The
following year, fiscal 2003, the Govern-
ment ran a budget deficit of $375 bil-
lion. That was an all-time record just
as recently as 2003. Think what hap-
pened a few years since. That record
lasted just 1 year. The next fiscal year,
2004, the Government set a new record
by running a deficit of $413 billion. The
following year, fiscal year 2005, the
Government ran a deficit of $319 bil-
lion. That was not a record, but it was
still larger than the deficits run in any
year before this administration took
office.

In the current year, the deficit will
go up again. The administration pre-
dicts the deficit will rise to $423 billion.
This will represent yet another all-
time record.

The fiscal policy of this administra-
tion has been the most irresponsible in
the Nation’s history. This fiscal policy
has generated huge budget deficits, and
in turn these deficits have contributed
to massive increases in Federal debt.
We clearly need to change course.

Let us, therefore, return to the ad-
vice that Thomas Jefferson gave us. I
repeat:

It is incumbent on every generation to pay
its own debt as it goes.

Let us return to a fiscal policy that
could be defined as responsible.

AMENDMENT NO. 3131

Mr. President, I am now going to
speak a little bit on an amendment I
am offering on which we will vote, I
suppose, tomorrow. I send that amend-
ment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Montana [Mr. BAUCUS]
proposes an amendment numbered 3131.

Mr. BAUCUS. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require a study of debt held by
foreigners)

At the end of the joint resolution, insert
the following:

‘“‘Sec. STUDY.—(a) The Secretary of the
Treasury, in consultation with the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System
and other appropriate agencies of the United
States Government, shall conduct a study to
examine the economic effects of the holding
of United States’ publicly-held debt by for-
eign governments, foreign central banks,
other foreign institutions, and foreign indi-
viduals.

(b) The Secretary shall transmit that
study to the Congress within 180 days of the
date of enactment of this legislation.

(c) The study shall provide an analysis of:

‘(1) for each year from 1980 to the present,
the amount and term of foreign-owned debt
held by the public, broken down by foreign
governments, foreign central banks, other
foreign institutions, and foreign individuals,
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and expressed in nominal terms and as a per-
centage of the total amount of publicly-held
debt in each year;

‘“(2) the economic effects that the in-
creased foreign ownership of United States’
publicly-held debt has on

‘“(A) long-term interest rates in the United
States,

‘“(B) global average interest rates,

“(C) the value of the United States dollar,

‘(D) United States capital market liquid-
ity,

‘“(E) the cost of private capital in the
United States,

‘“(F) the generation of employment in the
United States through foreign affiliates, and

‘(G) the growth in real gross domestic
product of the United States;

““(8) (A) for each year from 1980 to the
present, the effect of foreign debt on the
United States income account,

‘(B) the predicted effect over the next 20
years, and

‘“(C) the effect of the deteriorating income
account on the overall United States current
account deficit;*‘(4) the ability of the Depart-
ment of the Treasury to track purchases of
publicly held debt in secondary and tertiary
markets, or, if this ability does not exist, the
implications of that inability for fiscal pol-
icy, monetary policy, and the predictability
of capital markets;

‘() the effect that foreign ownership of
United States’ publicly-held debt has or
could have on United States trade policy:

‘“(6) whether the level of United States
debt owned by China may adversely affect
the ability of the United States to negotiate
with China regarding currency manipulation
by China;

‘(7) the effect of the increase of foreign
holdings of United States debt held by the
public on national security; and

‘“(8) the implicit tax burden that results
from foreign ownership of United States debt
held by the public, defined as the per capita
amount that a United States Federal income
taxpayer would pay in annual Federal in-
come taxes to fully service such foreign debt
during each of fiscal years 2006 through
2010.”

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this
amendment is quite simple. It directs
the Treasury Department to study and
report on the increase of foreign hold-
ings of U.S. debt and what the con-
sequences of that debt are for America.
We all know that debts can add up. We
all know that paying just the min-
imum payment on a credit card bal-
ance leads to years of payments and a
much larger total of payments in the
end. Most American families know
that.

As a result, we urge and sometimes
require credit card companies and car
companies to disclose to customers
how long they will be paying those
minimum payments. We require them
to say how much the full balance will
be when the consumer has paid off the
loan. It is pretty basic stuff.

This amendment is a lot like that.
This amendment asks the Treasury De-
partment to spell out the implications
of our debt to foreigners. This amend-
ment asks the Treasury to investigate
what the full cost will be in higher in-
terest rates, in the value of a dollar, in
lower economic growth, in lessened
power to negotiate trade agreements,
and in diminished national security.
We should let taxpayers know—that is
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our employers, the people we work
for—how big the payment really is.
This amendment will help get the an-
swers.

The Treasury is authorized to issue
debt totaling a little more than $8 tril-
lion. Last year’s budget resolution gen-
erated an increase of $781 billion more,
and that has led to the joint resolution
before us today. This will be the fourth
largest debt limit increase in our Na-
tion’s history.

So the question needs to be asked:
Who is loaning us this money? Some of
it is internal, like borrowing from So-
cial Security. Much of it is borrowed
from American citizens and businesses.
Now there is also an especially worri-
some trend, a trend worrisome not only
to me and my constituents in the State
of Montana but also taxpayers across
the country. That is the amount of
U.S. Treasury bonds held by foreigners.

Five years ago, foreigners held about
$1.1 trillion. Today that number has
doubled to $2.2 trillion. Japan holds
about two-thirds of a trillion dollars;
China holds a quarter of a trillion dol-
lars. So the questions that inevitably
follow are, first, how long can we con-
tinue to borrow more money? Second,
what are the implications to our for-
eign policy as foreigners increase their
holdings of U.S. debt? And, third, what
share of America’s taxes are being used
just to pay interest on debt?

These are some of the issues we
should debate today. These are some of
the issues addressed in my amendment.

Every business has limits on the
amount it can borrow. Banks say to
businesses: Sorry, this is your loan
limit. Financial institutions limit the
amount that any individual or family
may borrow. Every credit card has a
maximum balance.

As a business or a family increases
its debt, lending institutions begin to
monitor the situation. Creditors even
increase the interest rate charged on
the debt.

At some point, America will face this
economic reality. We cannot continue
to accelerate our borrowing and ignore
the consequences of increasing foreign
held debt.

As one conservative economist put it
last year in the National Review:
“Growing nervousness in the bond mar-
ket may be signaling an end to the free
lunch Americans have enjoyed for the
last 3 years, in which time foreigners
have essentially financed our budget
deficit.”

Indeed, we cannot count on that free
lunch forever.

So I am offering a simple amend-
ment. It directs the Treasury Depart-
ment to coordinate with appropriate
Government agencies to study and re-
port on the increase of foreign holdings
of U.S. debt. The amendment asks
Treasury to study any associated na-
tional security implications. The
amendment also asks the Treasury De-
partment to assess how this increase in
foreign investment of our federal debt
affects our trade policy.
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Do we want to put ourselves in the
potentially precarious position of en-
gaging in diplomacy with our Nation’s
creditors? What happens if those for-
eign central banks and foreign inves-
tors suddenly started selling their
holdings of U.S. securities? Interest
rates could rise dramatically. A reces-
sion could result.

I bet that American manufacturers
would like to know the answer to some
of these questions. Next month, the
Treasury Department is expected to
rule on whether China is deliberately
manipulating its currency in an effort
to gain an unfair trade advantage.
American businesses are awaiting this
decision. But they would also like to
know how any action on that decision
might be affected by the level of our
foreign debt.

Five years ago, foreigners held about
$1.1 trillion in U.S. debt. Today that
number has doubled to $2.2 trillion.

Last year, Federal debt held by the
public increased by $297 billion. And
the amount of public Federal debt held
by foreign investors increased by $286
billion.

I have said it before and I will say it
again: It is a riveting statistic. Foreign
investors financed 96 percent of our
Federal debt last year. Almost all of it
last year was financed by foreigners—
not by Americans but by foreigners.

We need to understand this change.
This study will provide important in-
formation on this topic.

The answers to these questions will
help us to evaluate foreign purchases of
American assets. The data thus far is
quite startling. According to a report
from the nonpartisan Congressional
Research Service, in 1995, net foreign
investment in America was about 1.2
percent of our economic output. In
2005, net foreign investment was rough-
ly 6 percent of GDP. That’s an increase
of 400 percent in just 10 years.

And we have just learned that our
current account deficit for 2005 was the
largest ever: $805 billion. As a percent
of the economy, it was also a record, at
6.4 percent.

That type of increase reflects the
attractiveness of our national economy
to foreign investors. But I think that
we need to better understand what this
means for our economy and our na-
tional security.

Both sides of the Capitol, and many
of our constituents, have spent a great
deal of time over the last few weeks de-
bating the effect of purchases or con-
trol of critical American infrastructure
assets by foreign entities. It is time
that we get all the facts out on the
table. And this study will surely aid in
this effort.

And this amendment asks Treasury
to evaluate how the increase of foreign-
held debt affects taxpayers. Last year,
Americans paid about $85 billion in in-
terest payments on this foreign debt
alone. This year, in 2006, that amount
will likely increase to about $100 bil-
lion. And it will increase again in 2007.

That is again the amount in interest
payments on foreign debt alone, $85 bil-
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lion last year. This year, in 2006, that
amount will likely increase to $100 bil-
lion. And it will increase again next
year in 2007.

Since we collect about $2.5 billion a
day from income taxes, this year tax-
payers will be working and paying
taxes for almost 2 months just to pay
off those interest payments on foreign
debt. Think of that. Let me say that
again.

Since we collect about $2.5 billion a
day from income taxes, this year tax-
payers will be working and paying
taxes for almost 2 months just to pay
off those interest payments on foreign
debt. That is not paying off the prin-
cipal. That is just paying the interest.
Americans will pay 2 months of taxes
to service the debt we owe to for-
eigners.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this amendment. We simply
ask for more information, more disclo-
sure, and more transparency relating
to our federal debt. As guardians of the
Federal budget, we should not be afraid
to confront the facts and deal with
them accordingly.

Consumers should know the full cost
of buying that car when they sign on
the dotted line. Well, today, on behalf
of the American taxpayer, the Senate
is being asked to sign on the dotted
line for the borrowing that the Govern-
ment has done. The American people
deserve full disclosure of the con-
sequences.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, nearly
50 years ago I, like the rest of the
world, was mesmerized by a small
metal sphere, no bigger than a basket-
ball, no heavier than I or most of us.

Hurtling through space at the speed
of sound—I don’t think it was faster
than that, it goes about 18,000 miles an
hour—this steel ball was Sputnik, the
world’s first satellite to circle the
earth—in 98 minutes flat. It was a tech-
nological feat of the Soviet Union.
Nikita Krushchev, the Soviet leader,
had been intent on proving the Soviet
Union’s scientific superiority. He
proved it that day in October 1957.

News of Sputnik caught Americans
off guard. We had been convinced of our
own superiority, but here was undeni-
able evidence that others were leading
the way. And of all people, it was the
Soviet Union.

Now we could only follow. We had
been lulled into a slumber by past suc-
cesses and had awoken to a harsh re-
ality.

Other shocking Soviet achievements
followed. In 1959, Luna 2 became the
first space probe to hit the moon. In

The

March 15, 2006

1961, Soviet cosmonaut Yuri Gagarin
became the first person to orbit the
Earth.

But it was Sputnik that ultimately
galvanized our great Nation. We came
together to rediscover ourselves as a
nation of thinkers, inventors, and
dreamers. The shock of Sputnik caused
us to not lower our expectations, but to
raise them. Sputnik caused us to not
ask less of ourselves but to demand
more.

Four years after Sputnik, President
Kennedy summoned the spirit of Amer-
ica to banish the ghost of Sputnik.
Content to follow no longer, he set the
highest goal imaginable. He declared:

We choose to go to the moon. We choose to
go to the moon in this decade and do the
other things, not because they are easy, but
because they are hard, because that goal will
serve to organize and measure the best of our
energies and skills, because that challenge is
one that we are willing to accept, one we are
unwilling to postpone, and one which we in-
tend to Win . . .

Eight years later, American astro-
nauts Neil Armstrong, Edwin ‘“‘Buzz”’
Aldrin and Michael Collins landed on
the Moon. Armstrong became the first
man to walk on the Moon.

America never looked back. To this
day, America is peerless in space tech-
nology.

Today, America faces a challenge no
less daunting than the Soviet-Amer-
ican space race. We face no rival state.
We face no organized military menace.

Instead, we face a world more inte-
grated, more interdependent, and more
intensely competitive than ever in our
history. We face an economy with
fewer second chances. Smaller margins
for error.

In this new world, it is our challenge
to succeed, and to leave our children
and grandchildren an economy that is
better than the one we inherited from
our parents; an economy not laden
with debt but bursting with oppor-
tunity; an economy whose workers are
increasingly productive, and whose fi-
nances are prudent; an economy that
plants the seeds of innovation and edu-
cation today, knowing that genera-
tions far in the future will harvest
their bounty.

Our challenge is to create an econ-
omy in which universal health care
coverage is its greatest asset, not its
heaviest burden.

The records it sets will not be for
trade and budget deficits, or interest
paid to foreign lenders, but for pros-
perity, productivity and progress.

Its workers and companies will look
to foreign shores with hope and ambi-
tion, not fear and trepidation.

It is an economy where the strong
are just and the wealthy are generous.
It is an economy where the weak are
secure and the struggling are given a
hand.

This challenge is far greater than
that which America faced in 1957. To
prevail, we must demand more cre-
ativity. We must summon more ambi-
tion. We must harness more resources.

Yet we do not have a Sputnik mo-
ment that captivates us and calls us to
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action. No single moment crystallizes
the urgency of action and the impera-
tive of success. Today, we are still in
August 1957—still complacent, still
sure of our superiority.

What will be our ‘“‘Sputnik moment?”’

Will our Sputnik moment come when
our trade deficits break unimaginable
records, and our foreign debt exceeds
that of any modern industrial econ-
omy?

No, that moment has already passed.

Will our Sputnik moment come after
we neglect our basic research programs
for three decades, while our competi-
tors pour funds into research and de-
velopment and lure our labs to their
shores?

No, that moment has already passed.

Will our Sputnik moment come when
45 million Americans have no health
insurance, while those who are so
lucky must pay more to receive less?

No, that moment too has come to
pass.

Perhaps our Sputnik moment will
come when China becomes the world’s
largest economy. That may be just 10
or 20 years away.

Perhaps our Sputnik moment will
come when our foreign debt reaches
such levels that each year, 2 percent of
our Nation’s income will go to paying
interest on these loans. That may be
fewer than 5 years away.

Let us not wait for our generation’s
Sputnik. Let us awaken from our com-
placency before we are shaken from it.

We must not act out of fear. But we
must not fear to act.

Most of all, we must act as a nation
for the good of the entire Nation. As
President Kennedy said of his vision 40
years ago: ‘‘In a very real sense, it will
not be one man going to the moon . . .
it will be an entire nation. For all of us
must work to put him there . . .”

We must all work to improve our Na-
tion’s competitiveness, and I am work-
ing to do my part at every opportunity.

This week, I will introduce a number
of amendments to the budget resolu-
tion that strengthen our economy at
its very foundation and steel its every
pillar.

These amendments will strengthen
our ability to educate our children, so
that they may enter the workforce
filled with confidence and innovative
ideas.

These amendments will foster inno-
vative energy research that will make
our children’s world cleaner, safer, and
more secure.

These amendments will restore our
commitment to basic research and de-
velopment, a commitment that has
served us well in the past and will
serve us well in the future.

These amendments will embrace
technology to expand our access to
quality healthcare, while making it
more affordable, efficient, and accu-
rate.

These amendments will help grow
our nation’s pool of savings, which can
foster investment. Investment that
makes our economy more productive
and innovative.
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Taken together, I hope that these
amendments will create an economy
that moves our Nation forward, and
makes sure that no one is left behind.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
supporting them. I think they are very
important. I think they are critical
and, frankly, I think if we don’t pass
these and similar amendments, we are
passing on to our children and grand-
children an immense disservice.

I thank the Chair for listening.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I cannot
help but make a few comments on the
speech we just heard, noting the fact
that over $500 billion in new spending
was offered, of which over half was
voted for by the ranking member on
the Committee on Finance last year—
new spending unpaid for—and has the
audacity to talk about the President
getting us into this fix.

I mentioned earlier, this Senate and
the House, the Congress, got us into
this fix. The bills start in the House,
they come to the Senate, and the irre-
sponsible spending that has gone on
has been a compilation of many fac-
tors. But most of it rests upon the
Members of the Senate who refuse to
make the hard choices in terms of
spending.

I also note during last year’s appro-
priations cycle, I offered amendments
that were called sunshine amendments
to make sure we knew what was in the
bills we were voting on. I also note
that the ranking member voted against
those both times they were offered.

It is disingenuous to claim lack of re-
sponsibility. It is all of our responsi-
bility. The Nation does not want to
hear Congress pointing fingers. They
want a solution to the problem. That
solution comes through by restraining
the discretionary accounts, rather than
offering another $200 billion or $300 bil-
lion this year of new spending that is
unpaid for. It also comes through
working the hard issues of changing
the entitlement programs of Medicare,
Medicaid, and reforming Social Secu-
rity, like the President of this body has
led on in the past.

The record should be clear that ac-
tions speak much louder than words.
The actions of the ranking member of
the Committee on Finance do not
match up to the words that were just
spoken. The responsibility lies on all.
All are guilty of not doing what is in
the best long-term interests of this
country. That is what has to change.

We can play the political games. We
can point fingers. But the fact is, I
take responsibility for that, and every
other Member of that Senate who has
been here since 2001 should, September
11, 2001, when the economy failed, went
through the tank. Since then we have
been trying to build back this econ-
omy.

Quite frankly, the economy is in the
greatest shape it has ever been in, in
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terms of growth, productivity, jobs.
What we do need to address and will
address in the future is changing
health care overall so people can have
access to affordable health care.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent there now be a pe-
riod of morning business with Senators
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes
each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

GUS R. DOUGLASS INSTITUTE

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on March
15, West Virginia State University will
dedicate its new research institute in
honor of the commissioner of the West
Virginia Department of Agriculture,
the legendary Mr. Gus R. Douglass.
This is a wonderful and fitting tribute
to a great West Virginian and out-
standing public servant.

Commissioner Douglass has served
now 10 terms in his position, the long-
est reigning agriculture commissioner
in the history of West Virginia, and, in-
deed, in the entire Nation. During his
tenure, he has always demonstrated a
sincere commitment to the farmers
and to the people of West Virginia. His
long and admirable record includes his
support of programs designed to main-
tain family farms and new farming
technologies and efforts to preserve a
way of life that has become all too un-
common in our country. His work on
behalf of our State’s farmers has
helped to improve the lives of all West
Virginians.

In his remarkable career, Commis-
sioner Douglas has brought national
recognition to West Virginia. He has
served as the national president of Fu-
ture Farmers of America, the first
president of the national FFA Alumni
Association, the president of the Na-
tional Association of State Depart-
ments of Agriculture, and chairman of
the Southern Regional Committee for
Food and Agriculture, as well as nu-
merous other positions.

Meanwhile, Gus and his lovely wife,
Anna Lee, have maintained their own
family farm at Grimm’s Landing in
Mason County, WV. Along with their
four children, and their families, they
have done their part to continue the
tradition upon which this great Nation
was founded.

The Gus R. Douglass Institute at
West Virginia State University will be
a lasting legacy to the outstanding and
unwavering commitment of Commis-
sioner Douglass to public service. I
thank West Virginia State University
for bestowing this honor upon him.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter which I wrote to
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